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Current Topics. 


Curates and the National Insurance Act. 


WE NoTIceD recently (unite, p. 683) the decisions given by 
Joycg, J., as to the position of Nonconformist ministers 
under the National Insurance Act, 1911. Two more cases 
have now been decided,'one by PARKER, J., relating to curates 
in the Church of England (7%mes, 27th ult.), and the other by 
Swinren Eapy, J., relating to dairymen’s foremen and tailors’ 
cutters (Zimes, 31st ult). ‘The former raised the same question 
as in the earlier case—whether there was a contract of service 
within the meaning of Schedule I., Part I. (a), and the learned 
judge considered that the curate held an ecclesiastical office, and 
was not employed under a contract. His liability to obey the 
vicar’s orders was a liability to his superior as such, and not 
liability under contract. This decision was facilitated by the 
fact that the curate receives his authority to act from the bishop 
and not from the vicar, though the latter usually nominates him 
to the bishop. 


**Manual Labour.’’ 

THe CASE of the dairymen’s foremen and the tailors’ cutters 
depended on a different consideration. They are employed 
under contracts of service, and are therefore primd facie subject 
to the Act, but Part II. of the schedule excludes persons who 
are employed “otherwise than by manual labour, and at a rate 
of remuneration exceeding in value £160a year.” In the cases 
before the court the remuneration exceeded this sum, and the 
question was whether the employment was by way of manual 
labour. The same question has arisen under other statutes— 
for instance, under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, as to a 
conductor, in Morgan v. London General Omnibus Co, (13 Q. B: D. 
833), and under the Employers and Workmen Act,:1875, as to a 
grocer’s assistant, in Bound v. Lawrence (1892, 1 Q. B. 226)— 
and it has been held that it depends on the substantial nature 
of the employment. If this does not involve manual labour, the 
case is not within the statutory phrase because manual labour 











Lis an incident of the employment. In both the cases juet cited 
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the employee was held on this ground not to be engaged in | It is often said that eloquence has deserted the English courts, 
manual labour; and in the present cases before SwiNFEN | but we are by no means certain that many of the speeches and 


Eapy, J., the learned judge held, for the same reason, that the 
persons in question were not within the Act, since, while 
their duties might require manual labour, they were substantially 


managers of a basiness or a branch of it. 


The Anticipatory Recall of Judicial Decisions. 


WE REFERRED last week to the subject of the recall of judicial 
decisions as the pbrase is understood in the United States. 
The motion recently made by the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
in the House of Commons—and withdrawn—on the question of 
taxing resolutions, promised to go a step further, and to recall a 
judicial decision—--should it be adverse-—before it has been 
pronounced. Having regard to the pendency in the courts of the 
uestion of the authority of taxing resolutions of the House of 

mmons, it was inevitable that the suggested procedure should 
not be pressed ; and it would, of course, be improper to hazard 
It may 
be that, in certain circumstances, a new tax, if it is to be com- 
pletely effective, must operate at once, but that is a matter 
At any rate, the suggested interference by 
Parliament with the possibilities of judicial decision has been 
abandoned, and it is presumed that the ascertainment of the 
legal effect of a taxing resolution will form an interesting 


any conjecture as to how the decision is likely to go. 


which can wait. 


introduction to the next legal year. 


Implied Condition on Letting of House. 
UNTIL RECENT legislation there was 


furnished and unfurnished houses. 


Housinz, ‘Town Planning, &c., Act, 1909. 


holding in all respects reasonably fit for human habitation.” This, 


however, does not apply where the term is not less than three years 
and the tenant undertakes to place the premises in proper con- 


dition. The efficacy of the provision is illustrated by a decision 
just given by Judge Hans HAMILTON in the Blackpool County 


Court. The rent of the house was £19 10s., and the tenant alleged | 


that on going in she found it infested with vermin of a smail but 
peculiarly obnoxious kind. The learned judge held that the 
allegation was proved, and that the premises were not fit for 
human habitation. 


than the plaintiff in the similar case of Campbell v. Wenlock | 


(4 F. & F. 716), as to furnished apartments. And the breach 
of the implied condition gives the tenant the right both to 
repudiate the tenancy and to recover damages. Accordingly she 
obtained £16 damages, and successfully resisted a counterclaim 
for rent. 


Delay in the French and English Courts. 

It MUST not be supposed, by those who have since the 
beginning of this year read complaints of the arrears in the 
King’s Bench Division, and the delay and inconvenience suffered 
by suitors, that such complaints are peculiar to this country. 
We have just read an article in one of the French newspapers, 
in which the writer informs us that, although in Paris the long 
vacation is about to commence, little progress has been made with 
a list, stated at the quite incredible number of thirty thousand 
causes, in the Department of the Seine. The delays of the English 
courts are attributed to a deficiency of judges, but the blame in 
France is thrown upon the undue cultivation of eloquence on the 
part of the bar. No attention is paid to conciseness. Diffusiveness 
bas become so general that a client would think himself defrauded 
if his counsel failed to spend two hours in setting forth arguments 
which could be sufficiently explained in twenty minutes, It is 
no matter that the judges are exhausted and inattentive, the advo- 


a well-established 
distinction between the liability of a landlord on the letting of 
In the former case, there 
was an implied condition that the house was in a fit state for 
habitation at the commencement of the tenancy ; in the latter 
case the tenant took the premises entirely at his own risk. And 
this is still the case where the premises are not within the 
But that Act, extend- 
ing the provisions of the Working Classes Act, 1890, imposes, 
in the case of premises not exceeding a certain rent—in London 
£40 ; in places with a population of 50,000, £26 ; and elsewhere 
£16—*“ a condition that the house is at the commencement of the 


In this result the tenant was more fortunate | 


cate hs acted according to the establisbed usage of his profession. | The rule applies also to acquittals or convictions in foreign 


arguments at the bar are rot open to the objection of redundangy. 
And it should be remembered that a c!ient in the English courts 
is more often represented by several counsel than is the practice 
in foreign courts. Moreover, in civil causes at any rate, eloquence 
—as the phrase is commouly understood—is out of, place. The 
court sits for business, not for show, and plain statement and 
clear argument are all the eloquence that is permissible. 











The Marriage Question in Canada. 

Ir 1S singular that the British North America Act, 1867, 
should have left it doubtful whether the law affecting the 
validity of marriage is subject to federal or provincial 
legislation. Primd facie it might be supposed that such a 
matter was essentially one for federal decision, and indeed, among 
the matters enumerated in section 91 of the Act, as subject to 
the exclusive legislative authority of the Donin‘on Parliament, 
are marriage and divorce. So far there can be no question that 
the section reserves to the Parliament all matters affecting 
marriage, including, therefore, the conditions of validity. But 
section 92 enacts with equal clearne:s that the provincial 
legislatures may exclusively make laws in relation to matters 
enumerated in that section, and among these is the solemnization 
of marriage in the provinces. If effect is to be given to these 
words then they must operate as an exception from section 91, 
and accordingly, in the Canadian Marriages case, which has 
recently been heard by the Privy Council on appeal from the 
Supreme Court of Canada (Times, 30th ult.), it has been held 
that the Dominion Parliament has no power to legislate with 
regard to the solemnization of marriages in Quebec. In that 
province, it seems, it is still possible, in certain circumstances, for 
a marriage to be invalid unless solemnized by a minister of the 
Koman Catholic Church. A Bill is pending in the Dominion 
Parliament to make marriages effectual by whatever minister 
solemnized, provided he has authority to solemnize marriages, 
and the Governor-General in Council referred it to the Supreme 
Court to decide whether the Bill, if passed, would be operative. 
According to the decision of that court, now affirmed by the 
Privy Council, it would not be operative, and it remains to be 
seen how the Dominion will deal with the matter. An amend- 
ment of the British North America Act is the obvious remedy, 
but apparently there are sectarian prejudices——or we should say, 
perhaps, opinions—which will make this difficult. 








Errors in Indictments. 

THAT JEALOUS love of the liberty of the subject, which at all 
periods of English history has distinguished our great common 
law judges, had in former days one curious effect : it led to the 
| quashing of original indictments on a vast multitude of technical 


| grounds, such as the mere mistake of a place, name, or date. 
thus in 1829 one Puddifoot was indicted tor stealing a sheep : 
the indictment was prepared under a statute which probibited 
the stealing ot “rams, ewes, or sheep” ; the evidence had shewed 
that he stole a ewe, and thereupon the court quashed the 
conviction as wrong : Lex v. Puddifoot (1 Moody, 247). Reforms 
in our criminal procedure have now abolisned most of these 
technicalities, and permitted the amendment of indictments to 
meet the facts actually disclosed by the evidence (14 & 15 Vict. 
c. 100, s. 1); but there still survives an important rule which 
grew out of the ancient practice. When a prisoner is tried again 
after a first trial which has proved abortive, the question arises 
as to whether or not he can plead the “special pleas 
in bar,” Autrefois Acquit or Autrefois Convict, as the case may be. 
The answer is that he can do so successfully if he can satisfy three 
conditions :—(1) that on the former indictment, «c., he was “iu 
jeopardy ” ; (2) thata final verdict was given ; (3) that the charge 
was substantially the same as the present charge (Kenny's Criminal 
Law, chap. xxxi., p. 469). A similar rule applies in summary 
proceedings, and the dismissal of a summons by justices on the 
ground that there is no evidence on which a jury would convict 
18 a final verdict (Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, s. 27 ; and, in 
cases of assault, Otfences against the Person Act, 1861, s. 44). 
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courts ; thus in Rex v. Roche (1 Leach, 134), acquittal by a Dutch 
court, and in Rex v. Hutchinson (3 Mod. 194), acquittal by a 
Portuguese court, were successfully pleaded in bar of an 
indictment. But the prisoner must have been “in jeopardy,” 
and therefore, if the first proceedings were irregular and quashed 
on that ground, he is liable to be tried again, for he never was 
“in peril” of conviction (4 Coke’s Reports, 44, 45). 
Non-Abatement of Extradition Proceedings. 

THE ABOVE RULES have just been followed by the Divisional 
Court in an extradition case which came before them this week 
(Rex v. Governor of Brixton Prison, Ex parte Stallman, Times, 26th 
ult.). Stallman, a German subject, was alleged to have obtained 
money in Berlin by cheating at cards in such a way as to 
constitute the offence of obtaining money by false pretences. He 
absconded to India, and was arrested there} on this charge at 
the request of the German Government. A magistrate com 
mitted him for extradition, but the High Court of Calcutta 
quashed the conviction and released the prisoner on a writ of 
habeas corpus ; this they did, although, in their opinion, there was a 
prim4 facie case against the prisoner, because of an irregularity 
at the preliminary investigation. Stallman came to England, 
was arrested again and committed for extradition on the same 
charge, when he invoked, by habeas corpus, the aid of the Divisional 
Court. He relied upon section 5 of the Habeas Corpus Act, 
1679, which is in the following terms ;—“ And for the prevention 
of unjust vexation by reiterated commitments for the same 
offence : be it enacted by the authority aforesaid that no person 
or persons which shall be delivered or set at large upon any 
habeas corpus shall at any time hereafter be again imprisoned 
or committed for the same offence by any person or persons what- 
soever other than by the legal order and process of such court 
wherein he cr they shall be bound by recognizance to appeal or 
other court having jurisdiction of the cause.” At first sight 
these words certainly seem to save our prisoner harmless ; for 
Stallman had been delivered by habeas corpus, and had not been 
bound over to appear before the Calcutta Court or any other 
court. But the Divisional Court held that the statute did not 
exclude the operation of the rules we have been discussing ; it 
referred only to cases in which the prisoner had been released on 
bail—a curiously narrow interpretation of a wide clause. There- 
fore the question was, whether the prisoner had ever been ‘in 
jeopardy” ; and since he had not—on the ground that the pro- 
ceedings in India were invalid for irregularity—he was liable to 
be tried again. 


Respondeat Superior.” 

Two SOMEWHAT different problems arising out of accidents 
occasioned by the negligent driving of vehicles are often confused 
with one another by the hasty practitioner. One is the liability 
of the owner of a motor-car (or other vehicle) for a tort com- 
mitted by someone driving his car in his own absence ; the latter 
is his liability for a similar act of negligence committed by the 
driver when the owner is himself present. The ground of lia- 
bility is quite distinct in these two cases, and each is well 
illustrated in recent reports. When the owner is absent 
from his car at the time of the accident, then it is necessary to 
shew either that the actual driver was his agent authorized to 
drive it at the moment, or else that he was the owner’s servant 
and duly acting in the course of his employment ; in other words, 
the doctrine of Respondeat superin wpplies. Now, in the first of 
the recent cases to which we refer (Jrwin v. Waterloo Taxicab Co., 
reported elsewhere), two difficulties in the application of this 
simple doctrine arose, and were discussed at some length in the 
Court of Appeal. The defendant company had allocated a cab 
to the exclusive use of a customer, but their manager made an 
unauthorized use of it to do some private business of his own, 
with which the company was in no wise concerned. The driver, 
whose negligent driving caused the accident complained of by 
the plaintiff, was a servant of the company, bound to obey 
the manager's orders as to whom and where he drove, 
and he did obey them on the occasion of the mishap, in 
ignorance that they were, in fact, unauthorized. Now it is trite 
law that a master’s liability does not extend to acts of a 
servant “out on a frolic of his own”; thongh it does 





extend to unauthorized acts of a servant who is bond fide acting 
for the supposed benefit of his employer: Limpus v. General 
Omnibus Co, (82 L. J. Ex. 34). It was suggested here that, 
since the manager was out “on a frolic of his own,” the actual 
driver ceased to be acting “ within the scope of his employment” 
by the company, while he acted as an innocent accessory to the 
manager’s unwarranted use of the vehicle ; but this dostrine the 
court rejected. The common-sense view commended itself to all 
three judges, namely, the view that the company held ou: the 
manager to the driver a3 authorized to give him orders, and 
therefore that the servant, while obeying such orders, was 
within the scope of his employment. A second point was 
taken by the defence, that the company was not the “ owner” 
for the time being of the cab, since it had been reserved for the 
exclusive use of a client, and was, therefore, not liable for torts 
committed in respect of it. This argument, however, is open 
to two objections: it is at variance with the well-known 
rule that the proprietor of a cab hired by a passenger 
is responsible for the driver's torts (Quarman v. Burnett, 
1810, 6 M & W. 499); and, again, it is based on the 
confusion of two different doctrines to which we referred at the 
commencement. For it assumes that the owner is liable qua 
owner of the car, whereas, when absent at the time of the 
tort, he is really liable aS master of the tort feasor, and so 
responsible for his acts. 


Liability of the Owner in Control. 

THE LIABILITY of the owner, when present at the com mission 
of the tort, is based on a different principle, which is i)lustrated 
by our second recent case, Watson v. Atchinson (Times, 22nd ult.) 
-~a New Zealand appeal which was disposed of by the Privy 
Council Committee. The defendant was negotiating with a 
lady for the purchase by her of his motor-car, and he invited—so 
the court found on much conflicting evidence—her son to go 
out with him and try the car. While the intending pur- 
chaser’s son was driving, the accident occurred, and it was 
found to be the result of negligent driving on his part. Now 
here arises the second of the two principles so often confused ; it 
is simply this, that the person in possession or control of property, 
the negligent management of which causes an accident, is primd 
facie liable for the negligence : Pretty v. Bickmore (1873, L. BR. 8 
C. P. 401 ; Miller v. Hancock (1893, 2 Q. B. 177) ; Heaven v. Pender 
(1883, 11 Q. B. D. 503). This is the ground of liability where 
the owner of a vehicle invites a friend, child, or stranger to drive 
with and for him : Wheatley v. Patrick (2 M. & W. 650). It can 
be displaced by evidence proving that the de facto possessor was 
unable in fact to control the conduct of the driver, but the 
presumption of law is that an owner present on his own vehicle 
has control of vehicle and driver. For this reason, notwith- 
standing the negotiations for purchase which led to the accident, 
the committee held that the owner, being present and presumably 
in control, was liable—not for the torts of the driver, but for 
the negligent driving of the machine 4s his own tort. 


Industrial Arbitration in New Zealand. 

THE QUESTION of how to deal with disputes between employers 
and workmen is, and is likely to continue to be, a pressing one, 
and it is interesting to note the account, communicated to the 
Times of the 31st ult., of the working of industrial conciliation 
and arbitration in New Zealand. The first statute to give effect 
to these methods of avoiding strikes was passed in 1894, but that 
conferred on the award of the Arbitration Court no obligatory 
effect unless the court directed the filing of the award in 
the Supreme Court. In that event the award could be 
enforced in the same manner as a judgment of the Supreme 
Court. But in 1907 this suspensory period was abolished. The 
award became at once operative as a judgment, and sums due 
under it could be recovered by civil process. The form of an award 
is not stated, but apparently, on the outbreak of astrike in breach 
of the award, fines became due, and were recoverable by judgment 
summons and ultimately by imprisonment. Thus the survival of 
imprisonment for debt really turned the process into a penal one, 
and the impossibility. of dealing in this way with a number.of 
strikers led to the abandonment by an Act of 1908 of the power 
ofimprisonment. You cannot imprison a body of workmen out oa 
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strike any more than you can indict a people. “The law,” says 
the Times correspondent, “was thus deprived of its strongest 
sanctions, but the sacrifice was generally conceded to be inevitable. 
The spectacle even of a few dozen men on strike was quite enough 
to convince all but a few arm-chair critics that to imprison a large 
body of men already smarting under a grievance and commanding 
a large measure of popular sympathy would merely be to 
aggravate the disease.” Since that date, it seems that the policy 
of proceeding against individual workmen has been almost 
dropped. The Labour Department has the option of proceeding 
either against the unions or the men ; it has preferred to proceed 
against the unions and recover fines of from £50 to £100, the 
maximum imposable being £500. But last October, in a case 
of instigating an unlawful strike, Mr. Justice Sim, the President 
of the Arbitration Court, animadverted on the inactivity of the 
Labour Department in bringing home responsibility to individuals, 
and thereupon proceedings were instituted against the secretary 
and a number of members of the union concerned. Probably 
industrial organization has made greater advance in New Zea- 
land than here ; but very lik ly some system of compulsory arbi- 
tration will come into operation, and the New Zealand experience 
is useful, 


Material Facts in Insurance, 

Ir wAs laid down many years ago, in the case of Benham v. 
United Guarantee Co, (7 Ex. 744), that, whether an insurance is 
on ships, houses, or lives, the insurer must in each case be 
informed of every material circumstance within the knowledge 
of the insured, and the proper question is whether any particular 
circumstance was, in fact, material, and not whether the party 
believed it to be so. But a plea of the concealment of a material 
fact is most often raised in cases of marine insurance, and the 
case of Stevens v. Mountain, recently decided by the Court of 
Appeal, was peculiar as regards the nature of the policy, which 
was for the insurance of the plaintiffs, timber merchants, against 
consequential loss in the event of fire, and for the concealment 
relied on by the underwriters, who alleged that before and at the 
time of the loss the plaintifs were carrying on their business at 
a loss, and that this was a material fact which they had failed 
to disclose. The Court of Appeal held that the absence of 
profits on the trading might be a material fact for the under 
writers to know, and that the materiality of this fact ought to 
have been submitted to the jury at the trial. 


“Vis Major” and the Adulteration Acts, 


WE READ in one of the medical periodicals that a curious 
defence was recently made in the police court at Mansfield to an 
information under the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, for selling 
milk which was not of the nature, substance, and quality of 
the article demanded by the purchaser. The defendant, a farmer, 
accounted for the presence of an undue quantity of water, and 
the absence of a proper proportion of fat, in the milk sold by him, 
by the fact that rain, during a heavy shower, had forced its way 
into a churn with a leaky top while it was being carried through 
country lanes. Evidence was given to prove that rain was 
pouring into the churn when the inspector stopped the defendant 
and demanded a sample of the milk. And the solicitor for the 
defence argued that the rainfall and the entry of rainwater into 
the churn were in the circumstances an “ Act of God,” for which 
the defendant was not responsible. The defendant was, he 
contended, under no obligation to provide a waterproof and 
suitable place of shelter from the rain. This argument appears 
to have satisfied the justices, and the summons was dismissed. 
Assuming, as we do, that the justices were warranted in accepting 
the explanation of the defendant, it must be remembered that the 
penalties under prohibitory statutes, such as the Adulteration 
Acts, may be incurred without any intention on the part of the 
individual offending against the statute to infringe its provisions. 


Cross Actions by Moneylenders and Borrowers. 


IN A recent case between a moneylender and borrower the 
latter commenced an action in the Chancery Division to review 
a transaction in which he had given a bill, before the date for 

yment. After that date the lender issued a writ in the 

ing’s Bench Division, and the borrower applied that the action 





might be stayed in view of the Chancery proceedings. Lusu, J., 
refused to stay except on terms of bringing the principal cum 
into court, and this order was confirmed on appeal. It might 
have been thought that the action could only be stayed if shewr, 
to be oppressive, and that if so it should have been stayed 
unconditionally. The court expressed disapproval of multiplica. 
tion of actions, but if a lender, met by proceedings in Chancery, 
can get the benefit of payment into court in this way he will 
usually avail himself of it. 


The “ Titanic” Report. 


LoRD MERSEY’s report as to the causes of the Titanic disaster, 
and upon the methods which should be adopted in order to 
minimize the risk of similar disasters in the future, is doubtless 
now familiar giound to our readers. With the problems in naval 
architecture and the questions of morale and diecipline which 
occupy most of the report, it is no part of our function as a legal 
journal to deal; but there are four points of interest to the 
lawyer which deserve commentary. The liabilities of the sbip- 
owners to the passengers and the dependants of deceased 
passengers ; the responsibility of giving assistance to vessels in 
distress which is cast upon shipmasters by the Maritime 
Conventions Act, 1911; the machinery—legislative, executive, 
and non-official—which must be set in motion to give effect to Lord 
MERSEY’s recommendations ; and the power of a Wreck Com- 
missioner to award costs. With these points we propose to eal, 
on the assumption thet his lordship’s findings of fact are correct, 
and would be sustained by a jury or other tribunal to judge 
facts before which any point arising out of the wreck may here- 
after come. 

The first question—that of the liability of the shipowners to 
compensate injured passengers, or to pay pecuniary loss suffered 
by the dependants of deceased passengers under the rule laid 
down by Lord Campbell’s Act—turns on two principles ; namely, 
the performance of their statutory duties by the shipowners, and 
the breach, by themselves or their servants, of their common law 
duty to provide for the safety of their passengers. It is now 
well-settled law that the breach of a statutory duty which 
causes injury to an individual is actionable, provided three 
conditions precedent are satisfied; the duty must be intended 
for the protection of a special class of which the plaintiff is a 
member, and not for the safety of the public-at-large (Gorris v. 
Scott, 1874, L. R. 9 Ex. 125); the statute must not provide, 
expressly or impliedly, an exclusive statutory remedy, such as a 
penalty (A¢kinson v. Newcastle and Gateshead Waterworks Co., 
1877, 2 Ex. D. 441); and the injured party must suffer special 
damage distinct from that which any member of the public 
suffers, as’in the analogous case of a public nuisance ; Winterbottom 
v. Jord Derby (1867, L. R. 2 Ex. 316). 

Now there are various duties in respect of the security of ships 
and passengers imposed on shipowners by the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894, but with the onesie siention of one Lord MERSEY 
held that all had been complied with. That one exception is the 
duty in respect of life-saving appliances imposed by section 430 (1) 
(d) in these words: “If such appliances are not kept so as to be 
at all times fit and ready for use” there isa breach of duty under 
the statute. It is at least arguable that the failure to observe 
boat-drill during the voyage, which Lord Mersey found as a fact, 
amounts to a breach of this sub-section. In that event, the 
question arises whether the breach satisfies the conditions as to 
actionability above laid down. There are two apparently con- 
flicting decisions as to civil liability for breach of duties 
imposed by this very statute—namely, Couch v. Steel (1854, 3 
E. & B. 402) and Gorris v. Scott (supra). In the former case, 
which was decided under an earlier Act now incorporated in the 
statute, a sailor sued his owner for damege suffered through 
failure to keep on board a store of medicines as required 
by the Act (section 200 (1) of the present Act); he was 
held entitled to recover—notwithstanding the existence 
of a penalty under the section—because the statutory 
duty was imposed for the protection of seamen. In 
the latter case a consignee sued for loss of his sheep, which 
had been swept overboard in consequence of the shipowner’s 
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“failure to provide sufficient pens as required by the statute ; it 
was held that he could not recover, since the duty to provide 
pens was intended, in the public interest, to prevent the spread 
of contagious diseases among cattle, and not for the protection of 
consignees. It would seem that the former case is the truer 
analogy to that of the Titanic: passengers, since the performance 
of boat-drill is intende i in their interest and for their protection ; 
but the point is certainly somewhat doubtful. 

On the other hand, there would seem to be an actionable 
breach of the shipowner’s common-law obligation to take 
reasonable care for the safety of their passengers (Redhead v. 
Midland Railway Co., 1869, L. R., 4 Q. B. 379); for Lord 
Mersey has found—(1) that the ship was going at an excessive 
speed, and that this was the cause of the accident ; (2) that the 
lookout was inadequate. Such conduct may not be negligence 
subjecting the responsible officers to loss of their certificates, 
but it is submitted that it is clearly an actionable tort. 

Our second point is concerned with Lord Mrrsgy’s finding 
that the master of the California failed to give assistance he might 
have given to the TJifanic, and with his lordship’s recommend- 
ation that special intimation should be given by the Board of 
Trade to masters of their criminal liability, should they fail to 
assist a vessel in distress without lawful excuse, under section 6 
(1) of the Maritime Conventions Act, 1911, which came into 
force on the 16th of December, 1911. It is not surprising that 
seamen are largely ignorant of this section, since section 1 (1) of 
the same Act, which revolutionizes the rule as to division of loss 
when both vessels in collision are to blame, came as a complete 
surprise to the judges of the Admiralty Division when quoted in 
a recent case, and has not yet found its way into the text-books. 
For this reason we give section 6 (1) at length; it is in these 
terms :—“ The master or person in charge of a vessel shall, so far 
as he can do so without serious danger to his own vessel, her 
crew and passengers (if any), render assistance to every person, 
even if such person be a subject of a foreign State 
at war with His Majesty, who is found at sea in danger of 
being lost ; and, if he fails to do so, he shall be guilty of a mis- 
demeanour.” A similar duty was imposed by section 422 of 
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, but limited to the case of 
a collision at sea; and sub-s:ction (3) of that section likewise 
made failure to perform this duty a misdemeanour. 

A very important question arises as to the legal machinery 
by which Lord Mersey’s twenty-four recommendations can be 
reduced to practice. The first five relate to the construction 
of ships and the insistence on watertight compartments in the 
case of vessels hereafter to be built ; these can only become law 
if enacted by the Legislature—presumably by means of an Act 
amending the Merchant Shipping Acts of 1894 and 1906. 
This is also the case with recommendation 15, which suggests 
that sections 115 and 134 (a) of the Act of 1894 (relating to 
agreements for service at sea), should be altered so as to 
secure greater continuity of service at sea; but we doubt 
whether Parliament would sanction any further curtailment of 
the sailors’ liberty, which would be the result of any such 
amendment. Recommendations 6 to 14 and 16 and 17, relating 
to the provisions of lifeboats and boat-drills, are within the com- 
petence of the Executive: by section 427 (1) the Board of Trade 
can make regulations requiring the adoption of the points 
suggested in Lord MErRSEyY’s report, and by section 429 (4) of 
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, His Majesty may, by Order 
in Counci!, make such alterations in the seventeenth schedule to 
the Act (containing the constitution of the Advisory Committee) 
as may be necessary to get an efficient body of expert advisers 
upon the best mode of carrying out these proposed improvements. 
Of the remaining points, numbers 18, 19, 21 and 22 appear to be 
matters which the shipowners should organize in their own pro- 
tection ; they relate to look-outs, policing of ships, speed in ice, 
and assistance to vessels in distress ; failure to observe these hints 
might involve criminal liability, and certainly would impose a 
common law civil liability on the parties responsible. Points 20, 
23, and 24 seem to be international matters which would involve 
diplomatic action by the Foreign Office, followed by a treaty 
embodied in a statute, as was the case with tlie Maritime Con- 
ventions Act, 1911. 











Lastly, it is, of course, of interest to lawyers to know how 
costs, in the case of wreck inquiries, are dealt with under the 
Merchant Shipping Acts. In the case of the Titanic inquiry the 
Board of Trade offered to pay the costs of all parties whose 
presence Lord MERSEY deemed proper and of assistance to him ; 
so no question arose as to their incidence, As a matter of fact, 
there is a double provision as to costs in the statute. In the 
case of a shipping casualty, when a wreck inquiry is held 
either by a wreck commissioner (as in the present case) or by a 
court of summary jurisdiction, that tribunal has full power.to 
make any order it pleases as to the incidence of costs (section 
466 (8) ), and such order is enforceable like an order for costs 
under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, i.¢, by distress and, in 
default, imprisonment. But subsection 9 gives the Board of 
Trade power, if they think fit, to pay all the costs; and that 
power was exercised in the 7itanic inquiry. 








Implied Grants of Rights of Way. 


THE recent case of Rudd v. Bowles (1912, 2 Ch. 60), before 
NEVILLE, J., adds another decision to the long list of authorities 
on the subject of implied grants of rights of way. No easement 
is more common than a right of way, nor so important from a 
conveyancing point of view. Certainly no easement is so pro- 
lifie of litigation when left to stand on the uncertain ground of 
implication. 

There are three ways in which the easement may arise 
de novo. First, by virtue of an express grant of the way; 
secondly, under an implied grant; and thirdly, under a pre- 
sumed grant. These are three wholly distinct modes of crea- 
tion, and confusion between them is fatal to a clear understanding 
of the subject in hand. The first depends on express words ; 
the second on circumstances; the third on prescriptive user. 
It is only with the second (excluding ways of necessity) that 
we propose to deal, but we must dweil to sume extent on the 
distinctions between the three. 

If A grants to B a house and a right of way to it over A’s 
land, that is an express grant de novo. If the right of way is 
over C’s land and existed as a right appurtenant to the house 
prior to the grant, it is merely a transfer of the way. Suppose, 
however, A grants a new house to B, and the conveyance is 
silent as to any grant of the way, but a door of this new house 
opens on to the land that A retains, so that the door is useless 
to B without a way over A’s land, then the law may imply a grant 
in B’s favour, notwithstanding the silence of the conveyance on the 
point. This is an implied grant. Sometimes the grant which is 
postulated by the principles bf prescription is spoken of as an im- 
plied grant. But it is much better to term it a presumed grant, so 
as to distinguish two notions which are fundamentally distinct. 
The circumstances on which implied grants of way depend are 
necessarily various, but one circumstance must exist in every 
case of implied grant. This is the severance of a common 
ownership of the land to which the way leads, and of the land 
over which the way lies. It is on this severance by the common 
owner that the grant impliedly arises. : 

The courts have, perhaps, not always been particularly 
fortunate in the canons of law which they have laid down as 
governing these cases. At one time the method adopted was 
exceedingly artificial, and we have to blame, so Lord BLACKBURN 
believed, the Code Napoleon for this artificiality. Those whose task 
it was to frame that code divided all servitudes into classes. They 
called some continuous and some discontinuous, some apparent 
and some non-apparent. Lord BLACKBURN stated that these 
divisions were quite new in France and certainly in England. On 
these distinctions the French jurists built their prescriptive law. 
Although the English courts, in applying the law of prescription, 
did not follow the French jurists in these novel distinctions, they 
allowed the conception to creep into the law of implied grants of 
easements, so that we find cases decided upon reasoning such as 
this—if the easement be continuous then there was an implied 
grant ; if discontinuous then noimplied grant. If it be apparent 
there was an implied grant ; if non-apparent, none. When the 
easement could be brought under two heads there was, as it 
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were, an é fortiori case. Thus, where the easement could be said 
to be continuous ‘and apparent it was clear, according to these 


artificial rules, that an implied grant arose. But, unfortunately | 


for this system of reasoning, easements came before the court 
which could be said, on the one hand, to be continuous, and on 
the other non-apparent, and some discontinuous although apparent 
It was these cross types which wrecked the system ; and although 
sometimes we find these useless distinctions adhered to, the 
modern drift of judicial decisions is towards relegating these 
misleading distinctions to the limbo of forgotten indiscretions. 
We do not mean to imply that the element of apparency is 


not an important circumstance to be taken into consideration | 


when deciding the existence or non-existence of a right of way 
alleged to have arisen by implied grant. On the contrary, where, 
for instance, a man buys a house from a vendor who retains 
adjoining land, and the house is so placed that the front door 
opens on to a public way, but the gate of the stable yard opens 


on to land retained by the vendor, the existence of this | 
gate | 


gate, and of a made-up avenue leading from this 
over the retained land, goes far towards raising the implication. 
But if the apparency of these features is of importance, there is 
an element of much greater importance, viz., the degree of 
necessity for the continuance of the accommodation after the 
severance has occurred. In the case we have just taken, it will 
be observed that the right of way cannot be said to be absolutely 
necessary. If the purchaser of the house does not use his stables 
he will not require the drive. He can enjoy his newly-acquired 
property without the drive. He may derive pleasure in con- 
templating the symmetry of its lines, and he can always get to 
his house from the highway. In short, it is not a way of 
necessity. But the use of the stables as they stand at the time 
of the conveyance is impossible without the drive. Therefore 
there is at any rate some degree of necessity. The way is 
necessary for the comfortable enjoyment of the whole of the 
premises, and on this focting the court may hold that the pur- 
chaser acquired by implication a right of way over the drive: 
see Brown v. Alabaster (1887, 37 Ch. D. 490). 

The foregoing observations wili have sufficed to emphasize the 
importance of looking at surrounding circumstances in all cases 
of implied grants of ways. But the circumstances at what point 
of time? In other words, what is the particular point of time 
at which the subsisting circumstances are to be examined? In 
most cases, there are two crucial points of time. The first when 
the preliminary agreement to work a severance of the common 
ownership is entered into. The second when the executory 
agreement becomes merged in the formal instrument which 
represents the executed contract. The first, for instance, when 
the agreement to take a lease is signed, and the second when 
the lease is executed ; or the first, when the purchaser agrees 
to buy, and the second when the conveyance is completed. 
The severance is almost invariably effected by the second 
document, and it is a good working rule that the circumstances 
subsisting at the neal point of time are those which are most 
important. It is in connection with this aspect of the subject 
that the recent case of Judd v. Bowles (supra) will be found 
to be an interesting authority. 

Four houses had been built under a building agreement. The 
four plots on which they stood abutted on a roadway. Four 
— leases of these houses were granted by the defendant, 
who was also the owner of the land in the rear. The plans on 
these leases shewed the plots coloured green and the houses pink, 
and shewed also a brown strip running slong the backs of the 
plots. The feature of the case was this, that whereas the leases 
were in fact executed in May, 1903--except for the year the 
dates being left in blank—subsequently, by agreement between 
the parties, certain days in July, 1904, were inserted as the 
dates of execution. When the leases were actually executed 
the houses were nearly completed, but the fences at the rear 
abutting on the narrow brown strip had not been erected. At 
the time of the substituted dates, these fences had in fact been 
made, and the position of the back gates opening on to the brown 
strip had been clearly defined. The defendant having commenced 
to build close up to these gates, the successor in title of the lessee 
brought an action claiming a right of way by implication over 


‘the brown strip. The learned judge took the view that the 
defendant was estopped from shewing that the dates inserted by 
himself in the leases were not the dates from which the demises 
| Qperated ; and that the defendant could not prevent anyone 
claiming under the leases from relying upon the surrounding 
‘circumstances existing at the time of the substituted dates. His 


lordship upheld the claim to the implied grant, being of opinion 
that, reading the leases in the light of these surrounding circum. 
stances, an intention to grant a right of way must be inferred, 





Reviews. 


Agreements. 


Moore’s Practicat Forms or AGREEMENTS. WITH VARIATIONS 
| AND Nores. Seventa Epition. KRe-written and Edited by 
Hupert F. F. Greentanp, B.A. (Oxo..), Barrister-at Law. 
Butterworth & Co. 

Mr. Greenland has introduced extensive changes in this useful book 
| of forms. The precedents themselves have been increased in number 
from 180 to 259, and the arrangement of the book has been improved. 
Thus the headings have been placed in alphabetical order, and a 
number of new headings—such as Advowsons, Adoption of Children, 
Apportionment, Guarantees, and Hiring and Hire-purchase—have 
been introduced. The agreements have been drawn in paragraphs— 
this is essential in present-day drafting ; the appropriate stamps 
are noted at the beginning of each form ; and references are given 
in the notes tothe relevant decisions. In substance and in form the 
ey appear to be useful and complete. The subjects of land- 
ord and tenant and sale of land, for instance, are very fully 





provided for. Under the former head there are twenty-six prece- 
dents, including agreements relating to furnished and unfurnished 
houses, to farms, to building land, to mines ; and under the latter 
| there are thirty-nine precedents providing for the various circum- 
stances to which agreements for sale require to be adapted. These 
|include agreements for sale of land registered under the Land 
Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897, whether with possessory or absolute 
title. And attention should be called to the group of agreements 
under the head “Solicitors,” relating to solicitors’ remuneration. 
| lhe book is practical and well arranged, and should find a place in a 
solicitor’s office. 





Books of the Week. 


Negotiable Securities,—The Law of Negotiable Securities. 
Six Lectures delivered at the request of the Council of Legal 
Education. By Witt1aM WILLIs, Judge of County Courts and one 
of His Majesty’s Counsel. Third Edition. By JosepH Hurst, 
Barrister at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

Rating Appeals.—Reports of Rating Appeals heard before 
the London and other Quarter Sessions, the King’s Bench Division, the 
Court of ‘Appeal, and the House of Lords, 1909-1912. By E. M. 
Konstam and Harotp R. Warp, Barristers-at-Law., Butterworth & 
Co. 

Workmen’s Compensation. — Medico-Legal Examina- 
tions and the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. By Sir JOHN 
Cott, M.D., J.P., Medical Examiner for the London County 
Council, &e. Baillie¢re, Tindall, & Cox. 

The Commercial Laws of the World.—Part I, 
Europe. The Commercial Law of the Isle of Man, the Channel 
Islands and Gibraltar, by Cuartes Henry Husericu. The 
Commercial Law of Malta, by MicHELANGELO REFALO. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

Statutes.—Chitty’s Statutes of Practical Utility, with Notes and 
Indexes. Sixth Edition. By W. H. Aces, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. 8 : 
“ Local Government ” to “ Metropolis.” Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








Mr. McKenna, says the 7'imes, will before the adjournment acquaint 
the House of Commons with the reason for the delay in the presenta 
tion of the report of the Divorce Commission, which it is understood is 
due to the indisposition of the chairman, Lord Gorell. It is expected 
that there will be a majority and a minority report, and that the latter, 
which will recommend only a few minor alterations in the existing 
divorce laws, will be signed by the Archbishop of York, Sir William 
Anson, and Sir Lewis Dibdin. The majority report will probably 
recommend that county courts should be empowered to deal with cases 
within well-defined restrictions, and that there should be considerable 





alterations in the law of divorce. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords, 


WATEINS (Widow) ». NAVAL COLLIERY CO. (1897) (LIM.). 
13th and 17th June; 19th July. 


Coat Mrygs Reoutation Act, 1887 (50 anp 51 Vicr. c. 58) s. 49, 
RULE 30—CoaL Mine—NEGLIGENCE—StTaTuToRY DutTy—MAsTER AND 
SeRVANT—ComMMON EMPLOYMENT. 


By section 49 of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887, *‘ the follow- 
ing rules shall be observed so far as is reasonably practicable, in 
every mine,’ and general rule 30 set out in that section provides 
“there shall be attached to every machine worked by steam, water 
or mechanical power, and used for the lowering or raising of persons, 
an adequate brake or brakes, and a proper indicator (in addition to 
any mark on the rope), shewing to the person who works the machine 
the position of the cage or tub in the shaft. If the drum is not on 
the crank shaft, there shall be an adequate brake on the drum 
shaft.” A workman while being lowered into a mine was killed 
owing to the failure of the brake caused from the cage being over- 
crowded. 

Held, that the statutory provision was not complied with merely 
by the mine owners duly appointing an expert manager and a brake 
to the cage which he deemed adequate, and therefore, that the man’s 
widow was entitled, there having breach of the statutory 
regulations, apart from any rights she might have at common law, 
to maintain the action. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (55 Soricrrors’ Journat, 347; 1911, 
2 K. B. 162) reversed. 


The action was tried before Mr. Justice Pickford and a special 
jury at Cardiff Assizes, and judgment was evlered for the widow, 
with £500 damages. The jury by their verdict found that the 
cage was inadequate for more than twenty men—in short, that there 
had been overcrowding; that the spanner bar was defective, that 
the mines manager and the mechanic responsible for the safe working 
of the engine were negligent, but that there had been no negligence 
on the part of the company. On appeal, judgment was entered by 
the Court of Appeal for the defendants on the ground that on the 
findings of the jury the doctrine of common employment applied, and 
the widow, therefore, could not recover against the company. Hence 
the appeal by the widow. 

Tue Hovse took time for consideration. 

Lord Hatpang, C., in giving judgment, said that the Court of 
Appeal had set aside the verdict and judgment given for the widow 
at the trial on the ground that this House in Britannic Merthyr 
Coal Co. v. David (1910, A. C. 74) had decided by implication 
that the obligation imposed by séctign 49, rule 30, of the Coal Mines 
Regulation Act, 1887, was not absolute, but was satisfied if the 
colliery owners had done their best by selecting proper officials and 
had furnished them with the means of carrying out the provisions of 
the statute and with proper instructions to do so. He did not 
agree with that view. It was not disputed that this was a provision 
for the benefit of the workman, and that if it was broken, and he 
could prove special damage, he must succeed in an action. The real 
question was whether it imposed an absolute obligation, to the allegation 
of breach of which it was no answer that the colliery company had not 
been personally negligent. He thought thst on the true view no 
question of negligence or of the applicability of the doctrine of 
common employment was relevant to their lordships’ <ecision, and 
that the plaintiff, there having been a breach of the statutory regula- 
tions, was entitled to succeed. It was, therefore, unnecessary to con- 
sider whether the claim could have been successfully made apart 
from the provisions of the statute on the ground of negligence at 
common law. The consideration of that alternative ground of action 
would raise questions as to the meaning of the verdict and as to the 
effect of the doctrine of common employment, which did not arise 
if, as he thought, the case ought to be treated as one of a simple 
breach of a statutory obligation. 

The Earl of Hatssury, Lord 
concurred. The appeal was accordingly allowed with costs. 
—Counset, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., Abel Thomas, K.C., and 
Albert Parsons, for the appellant; Francis B. Williams, K.C., Atkins, 
K.C., and Trevor Lewis, for the respondents. Soricrrors, Smith, 
Rundell, &} Dodd, for Morgan, Bruce, d> Nicholas, Pontypridd; 
Barlow, Barlow. & Lyde, for (. d& W. Kenshole, Aberdare. 

Reported by Erskine Ret, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Court of Appeal. 


GASKELL v. LANCASHIRE AND CHESHIRE MINERS’ 


FEDERATION. No. 2. 4th and Sth July. 


Trapp Unton—Trapes Disputes Act, 1906—Inpucinc EMPLOYER TO 
Break Conrract—THREATS. 

Members of a Trade Union were agitating to compel all their fellow- 

miners to join the Union. An agent of the Union informed the 


manager that, unless the paths joined, the pit would stop. The 
judge held. that this did not involve a threat to cause a strike, and dis- 


~ 





missed an action by the plaintiffs for wrongfully causing their ems 
ployer to break their contracts. 

Held, that there were no grounds for upsetting this finding. . 

Held also, that the acts, even if wrongful, were done during a trade 
dispute within the meaning of the Act of 1906, and that the action was 
not maintainable. 

Held also, that a Union is not excluded from the protection of the 
Act because some of the things which it does are not among the 
authorized objects of Trade Unions as defined by the Act. 


Appeal by the plaintiffs from a decision of the deputy judge of the 
County Palatine of Lancaster Court dismissing the action. The plain- 
tiffs were non-unionists employed at the Bamfurlong Mine, belonging 
to Cross, Tetley & Co., near Wigan. The defendants were a Miners’ 
Federation and H. J. Twist, their agent. In 1910, there was a move- 
ment among the Bamfurlong miners to compel all employees in the 
mine to join their union, and a ballot taken among them resulted in 
@ majority in favour of striking unless all outsiders were discharged or 
joined the union. This resolution was accepted by the Federation, and 
Mr. Twist entered into negotiations with the owners. The manager 
of the mine then gave the plaintiffs fourteen days’ notice to terminate 
their contract, but suspended them from time to time until after an 
interview on the 24th of February, 1912, when they were finally dis 
charged. The action was for causing the owners to break their contracts 
with the plaintiffs. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The first point taken is that the action ig not 
maintainable because this was a trade dispute within the meaning: of 
section 5 (3) of the Trades Disputes Act, 1906. It was a dispute as to 
whether non-unionists should be employed at the colliery, and in my 
opinion the Act clearly prevents the action from being maintainable. 
It was suggested that the Federation was outside the protection of the 
Act, because some of the things which it does are not sanctioned by the 
definition clause of the Act; but this was eo in the Osborne case, and 
I do not think that that fact excludes the Federation from the pro- 
tection of the Act in regard to matters such as trade disputes. Secondly, 
as to the allegation that the defendants induced the employers to break 
their contracts with the plaintiffs, I am of opinion that no breach took 
place, as the fourteen days’ notice required by the contracts was duly 
given. Then, as to threats, I am not prepared to differ from the finding 
of the learned deputy judge that no threats were used. Twist merely 
represented that unless they were given the names of the non-unionists. 
the men, who felt very strongly, would refuse to work, and the pit would 
stop. He did not say they would call the men out. Having regard to 
this finding and the sections of the Act, the appeal must be dismissed 
with costs. 

FarweLi, L.J., referred to the judgment of Lord Lindley in Quinn 
v. Leathem (1901, A. C., at p. 534), where he says, ‘‘truly to inform 
a person that others will annoy or injure, unless he acts in a particular 
way, cannot be actionable, whatever the motive and intention of the 
informant may have been.’’ 

Kennepy, L.J., concurred and the appeal was dismissed. Counsen, 
Spencer Bower, K.C., and Stewart Bevan; Peterson, K.C., and Fast- 
wood. Soxicrrors, J. Woodhouse, for T. R. Dootson, Leigh; C. T. 
Wilkinson. 

[Reported by F. Guagurre Sairu, Barrister-at-Law.] 


EDGE v. GORTON. No. 2. 22nd July. 


CoOMPENSATION—AVERAGE WEEKLY EARNINGS—GRADE— 
CasuaL EMPLOYMENT. 


WoORKMEN’S 


An injured workman was employed for some months as a casual 
carter; for ten days prior t the accident he was employed as a 
teamster at a higher wage. The county court judge found that the 
latter employment was casual and did not involve a change of grade 
within the meaning of section (2) (a) of schedule I. to the Act of 1906, 
and took all the wage4 earned in both capacities into account in 
calculating the average earnings. 

Held, that there had been no misdirection, and that the finding 
could not be upset, ; 

Appeal by the dependants of a deceased workman against the 
decision of the judge of Manchester County Court, as to the principle 
upon which his average weekly earnings were to be ascer- 
tained. Edge was taken on as a _ casual carter, driving 
one horse, at 25s. per week, on the 19th of May, 1911. 
His death took place as the result of an accident on the 27th 
of July, 1911. For about ten days or a fortnight he had _ been 
working as a casual teamster driving two horses and receiving a 
somewhat larger pay. In calculating the average of his weekly 
earnings under section (2) (a) of schedule I. to the Act, the judge 
added together all the wages from the 19th of May to the accident, 
and the appellant alleged that only those earned for the ten days 
employment as casual teamster should be reckoned. : 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in a considered judgment, stated the facts 
and continued : This section was elaborately considered by the court in 
Perry v. Wright (1908, 1 K. B. 141), and it is unnecessary to repeat 
what wae then said by Fletcher Moulton, L.J., and by me. It was 
decided by the court in Babcock v. Young (4 But. 367), following 
Perry v. Wright, that the computation must be based on the wages 
the workman was earning in the grade of employment in which he 
was when he met with the accident, and that the pe Mscag = ry 
-ompetently reckon in the deceased man’s wages in an earlier grade. 
In the recent case of Dobson v. British, dc., Co. (5 But. 405) the 
question of the man’s average weekly earnings again came up for 
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IRWIN v. WATERLOO TAXICAB CO. (LIM.), 


No. 1. 25th July. 
Master AND SERVANT—TAXICAB 


Driver Toitp sy Depot MANAGER TO 
Dretve Hi to some Destination ror His Own PERSONAL CON- 
VENIEN( Accipent To Tuirp Party Due to DRIVER’s NEGLIGENC! 

LIABILITY ofr COMPANY. 
") ra manaqel 


hd 


of the defendant company ordered one of their 
ai Tea 


l Bird to take out a certain taxicab belonging t 
company from the company’s yard, and drive him to a particulai 

Bird did as he was told, and did not know that the yard manager 
1 no right to take this particular cab out, or that he wanted it to visit 
a friend and not for the company’s business. By the negligence of 
Bird the plaintiff was knocked down while attempting to cross the road, 
and the jury found that the accident was due to the negligence of Bird, 
who was at the time the servant of the company. 

Held, that the verdict and judgment against the company could not 
be disturbed, since, although the yard manager had no authority to 
take out the cab, yet Bird was obliged to obey orders given by him, 
and was a servant of the company acting under the instructions of an 
official of the company, whose instructions he was bound to obey, and 
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= 
therefore, as between the company and a third party the defence that 
Bird was not acting as their servant when the accident happened failed. 


Application by the defendant company for judgment or new trial 
in an action tried before Pickford, J., and a common jury. The action 


was brought by Thomas Irwin, claiming damages for personal injuries | 


alleged to have been caused by the negligence of the defendants’ 
servant, one Bird, in so driving a motor-cab (the property of the 
defendants) on the 3rd of June, 1911, that he was knocked down and 
injured thereby. The defendants at first set up a defence denying 
negligence and pleading contributory negligence, but at the trial the 
liability of the defendants turned solely on the answers they had given 
to certain interrogatories, which alleged that Bird at the time of the 
accident was not acting within the scope of his employment with them. 


It was admitted or proved by the defendants’ answers to the interroga- | 


that the cab was one which the company, under a hire agree- 

a Mr. Harding, who under the agreement, the period 
of hiring not having expired, had the exclusive right to the use of the 
cab, which had been specially fitted up for his business of a commercial 
traveller. On the afternoon of the accident the yard manager, one 
Black, called to Bird and told him to take Harding’s cab and drive him 
to a house in the north of London. It was not disputed that Bird, 
who was a 
wanted to go to the house to eee a friend on 
It was also proved that Black had no right 
cab, but any cab out of the yard for his private use unl 
mission, and that in this instance no such permission 
viously obtained by him. At the close of the plaintiff’s case 
for the defendants submitted that on these facts the plaintiff could not 
recover the company. Pickford, J., witl hesitation, 
thought that the case should be left to the jury, « they returned a 
t for the plaintiff, with £350 damages. ‘‘ company now 
At of the arguments judgment was ré ] 


tories 
ment, had let to 


a private matter of his 
to take, not only this 

es he got per- 
had been pre- 
counsel 
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verdl ’ 
appealed. erved. 

VaucHan Wriiutrams, L.J., after dealing at some len; vith the 
said there could be no doubt that Black was not the tran 


acting as the defendants’ servant. Primd facie, therefore, 
1 


the close 


tacts, 


from 


any duty of the driver to the defendants to obey Black’s orders, the | 


Did | 


company would not be liable to the plaintiff for the accident. 
it make any difference that Bird, as the servant of the company, was 
bound to obey the orders of Black? Could the plaintiff, a stranger, 
say Bird obeyed Black’s orders, because it was as a servant of 
company that he came under the obligation to obey Black? This was 
not a case in which the plaintiff could say : ‘‘ You the defendants had 
by previous practice held out Bird as your servant.’’ Therefore the 
plaintiff’s case must be that Bird in driving was in fact acting as the 
defendants’ servant obeying the orders of Black, whom he had to obey, 
and whose orders he had no reason to suppose were not given within 
his authority as yard manager. He thought the rule of respondeat 
superior applied, and that the company were liable. His Lordship then 
dealt with the second point raised by the defence founded upon the 
admission that the car was one subject to an exclusive hiring agree- 
ment, and said that, in his opinion, that fact did not alter the liability 
of the company for the negligence of Bird. 

Frercuer Movtton, L.J., agreed. He thought that it was clear that 
if an accident had happened to Bird while driving the cab on Black’s 
instructions that afternoon, the defence now sought to be raised by the 
company would have been no defence to a claim 
Bird for accident “‘ arising out of and in the course of his employment ’ 
with the company. If, therefore, Bird could have claimed compensa- 
tion had he been injured by the accident, on that ground it followed 
that Irwin was entitled to damages for Bird’s ne while acting 
as a servant of the defendant company. 

Buckiey, L.J., gave judgment to the same effe 
with costs.—Counset, for the company, Shortt, 
Gibbons; for the plaintiff, Clavell Salter, K.C., 
Soricrrors, Johnstone & Wiley; Simpson, Thomas, & Clark. 

[Reported by Exsxrne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re DUPPA. FOWLER v. DUPPA AND OTHERS. Swinfen Eady, J. 


26th June. 

Revenve—Lecacy Duty—Svcccessive InTERESTS—BEQUEST FOR LIVES 
—ReMAINDER TO Contincent Crass—Same Rats or Duty—PossiBia 
Inrestacy—Next-or-Kin Liste To SmatteR Rare—Mope or Pay- 
MENT—LeGacy Duty Act, 1796 (36 Geo. 3, c. 52), ss. 6, 12, 15, 17. 


By his will, dated the 9th of October, 1905, a testator devised and 
bequeathed his residuary real and personal estate to his executors and 
trustees upon trust for sale and conversion, and directed them to hold 
the proceeds upon trust to pay the income to three named persons 
during their joint lives in equal shares, and ajter the death of one of 
them to the two survivors during their joint lives in equal shares, and 
after the death of one of these two survivors, to the casera fas life 
and subject thereto in the events that happened the capital and income 
were to be held in trust for a contingent class of their children and 
issue living at the death of the survivor and attaining twenty-one or 
being female marrying. The contingent class was not yet in existence. 

Held, that this was a case of partial interests arising out of the 
Property, and came within section 12 of the Legacy Duty Act, 1796, 
and that section 17 did not apply, this latter section being a section 


| dealing only with those casés wher 
| susceptible of retainer, delivery, payment, satisfaction, or discharge 


ehares, 


| yet in existence. 
regular driver, had to obey Black’s orders, nor that Black | 
| tenants and the contingent clase 


| determined. 


saction | 


the | 








] the was 


legacy or residue 
within section 6, and accordingly the ultimate rate of duty could. not 
now be determined, so that it could not be paid out of capital. 

By his will dated the 9th of October, 1905, a testator devised and 
bequeathed his residuary real and personal estate to his executors and 
trustees upon trust for sale and conversion, and directed them to 
hold the proceeds upon trust to pay the income to three named 
persons during their joint lives in equal shares, and after the death 
of one of them to the two survivors during their joint lives in equal 
and after the death of one of these two survivors, to the sur- 
vivor for life, and subject thereto in the event that happened the 
capital and income were to be held in truest for a contingent claes of 
their children and issue living at the death of the survivor and attain- 
ing twenty-one, or being female marrying. The will contained no 
gift over in the event of failure of the contingent claes. The testator 
died on 27th of June, 1910. His etatutory next-of-kin were his 
widow, his sister, and five infant nephews and nieces, children of a 
deceased brother. The life-tenants, aged thirty, twenty-eight, and 
twenty-five were etill unmarried, so that tho contingent class was not 


+} 
thio 


The residue was £12,450, and the income £500 a year. Theo life- 
l were chargeable with legacy duty at 
10 per cent. On the other hand, if the contingent class failed, the 
widow would pay 1 per cent. on her moiety, and the sister and the 
infants 5 per cent. on their respective fourths. The Inland Revenue 
were prepared to accept duty on the life interests for the present. 
This would amount to £1,150, payable in four yearly instalments, 
which however, cease if the life interests were previously 
In the alternative they were prepared to accept the full 
10 per cent duty on the capital, without liability to refund in the 
event of the lower rate becoming payable. This duty, with a small 
eum for interest, only amounted to £1,270, and the life-tenants, 
with the concurrence of the widow and sister, wished the amount to be 
at once paid out of capital. The executors issued this summons to 
determine whether they ought to make that payment. Counsel for the 
life-tenants and the widow and sister contended that for the purpose of 
legacy duty the contingent bequest must be treated as absolute. He 
referred to section 17 of the Legacy Duty Act, 1796 (36 Geo. 3, c. 52). 
The residue is ‘‘ given’ to different persons in succession, chargeable 
with the same rate of duty, and the duty is payable out of capital 
under the first clauee of section 12. The residue is not given to the 
next-of-kin at all. It is given to the contingent class. The disposition 
is complete on the face of the will, and the case is not brought within 
eection 15 by the mere poseibility of an intestacy. Counsel for the 
infants, on the other hand, contended that section 17 only applied to 
vested gifts, liable to be divested. Under section 15 the property 
must be treated as given to the next-of-kin, although their interesta 
may be defeated. Under such circumstances it is now held on trust 
for the life-tenants, with remainder to the next-of-kin, subject to a 
divesting clause in favour of a possible contingent clues. The per- 
fons in succession are accordingly chargeable with different rates of 
duty, and the life interests must be charged as an annuity under the 
second clause of section 12. 

Swinren Eapy, J., after stating the facts, said: Section 17 onlv 
applies to thoee cases where the legacy or residue is gueceptible of 
retainer, delivery, payment, eatisfaction, er discharge within the pro- 
visions of section 6, end dees not apply io the present case, and as the 
ultimate rate of duty cannot now be determined, 60 that one rate can- 


we yuld, 


“ 


| not be immediately charged, this care does fall within the second clause 


of section 12, and the life interests are chargeable ae an annuity. 
This “duty therefore cannot be paid out of capital.—Counsen, 
Stafford Crossman; C. J. W. Farwell; W. M. Cann. Soricrrors, 
Fowler & Co.» Meynell & Pemberton. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re SANDBROOK, Deceased. NOEL v. SANDBROOK. 

Parker, J. 3rd and 4th July. 
Virt—Construction—Criavuset or Forrrirurne—Not To 
ork Unper Controt or Fatner—Vorp—Acarnst Pvustic 
UNCERTAINTY. 
A clause ina 


Live Witn 
PoLicy— 


will that all henefits given thereunder should he 
forfeited ‘* if at any time on or before the 31st day of December, 1927, 
either or both of my grandchildren shall live with or be or continue 
under the custody, guardianship, or control of their father’’ was held 
to be void both as being against public policy and also for uncertainty. 


This was a summons to determine if, in the event of a father 
insisting on his children living with him, a certain forfeiture clause 
in their grandmother’s will would take effect. The testatrix, by her 
will dated the 3rd of December, 1911, after appointing trustees and 
executors and giving certain specific legacies, bequeathed to her 
daughter, H. S., all her freehold furniture and effects with the ex- 
ception of such pictures as were the property of her grandchildren, 
and she requested her daughter to maintain a suitab)s and comfortable 
home for these two grandchildren so long as they were at school, and, 
if possible, throughout their minority; and she directed that, so long 
as her daughter carried out this wish, her executors were to pay her 
£100 per annum for her own use. After making provision for the 
disposition of the residue of her property in the event of her grand- 
children dying under twenty-one, she proceeded: “If at any time 
on or before the 3lst day of December, 1927, either or both of my 
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grandchildren shall live with or be or continue under the custody, 
guardianship, or control of their father, or be in any way directly 
under his control, all benefits, profits, and income, provided to be given 
under this my will to both or either of them as the case may be, 
shall thereby cease and determine, and it shall be at all times and 
under all circumstances an absolute condition of either one or both of 
them receiving any income, benefit, or legacy under this my will that he 
or she or both of them shall separately and individually continue to 
live free from his direct influence and control; and in case either 
one or both of my grandchildren shall forfeit any interest under this 
my will under the conditions lastly hereinbefore contained, their shares 
or his or her share so forfeited shall be held by my trustees upon 
the trusts hereinbefore declared upon the happening of the death of 
my grandchildren before the 3lst day of December, 1927, without 
leaving lawful issue.’’ The father of these two children is and was 
the medical officer of health at Penang, in the Malay States, and 
periodically returned to this country on leave, and was desirous that the 
children should spend part of their holidays with him. Counsel 
the two children argued that the clause was void for two 
(1) because it was designed to frustrate and nullify the proper parental 
authority of a father, and on that ground it would be against public 
policy ; and (2) because 
wills they would tend to limit the jurisdiction of the court itself in 
dealing with the control of children, and this would also be contrary 
to public policy. 


if the court were to recognize such clauses in | : é d 
| Soricrrors, PR. B. Wheatly, Son, & Daniel, for Cobbett, Wheeler, & 


| Cobbett, Manchester; Pritchard, Englefield, & Co., for Sampson d- 
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reasons : | 


He further contended that such a clause was void | 


for uncertainty, as it would be impossible to say in advance what | 


forfeiture. 
[ am of opinion that this 


particular event would as a 


Parker, J., after stating the facts, said : 


operate 


clause is void, as it is both contrary to public policy and uncertain | 
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[Reported by L. M. Maz, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
. . . 
Division. 

W. LADERBURG & Cf. v. GODWIN, FERREIRA, & CO. (LIM.) 
(IN LIQUIDATION) AND J, P. GARNATT (THE LIQUIDATOR). 
Pickford, J. 16th July. 

Boox Dresrs—AssiGNMENT—H YPoTHECcATION— MORTGAGE 

Compantes (Consotipation) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), s. 93. 

The plaintiff on the deposit of bills 
of lading and invoices in respect of goods the proceeds of the 
latter be ing hypothe cated to the plaintiffs 

Held, that such a transaction was a mortgage or charge of book debts 
within section 93 of the Companies (Congolidati yn) Act, 1908, and. being 


unregistered, was void as against the liquidator of the defendant 
company. 


to the defendants 
sold, 


made adi ances 


The plaintiffs sued the defendants for money had and received, and 
also claimed a declaration that they secured creditors of the 
defendant company in respect of certain bills of exchange drawn by 
the company and accepted by the plaintiffs, and were entitled to the 
proceeds of goods hypothecated and assigned by the company to the 
plaintiffe. The transaction in question was one between bankers and 
# company to whom the bankers advanced money on goods or their 
proceeds. The original arrangement was contained in a letter dated 
the 25th of August, 1904, and a later letter, dated the 16th of March, 
1911, dealt with the particular shipments in question. The first letter, 
addressed by the plaintiffs to the defendant company, was as follows : 
iol eos are prepared to grant you a credit for £5,000 valid 
against your drafts drawn accompanied by duplicate bills of 
lading and copies of invoices of goods shipped to South America, and 
‘ a letter hypothecating the ehipments or the proceeds thereof to 
"* The letter of the 16th of March, addressed by the defendants 
to the plaintiffe, was as follows : ‘‘ We have to acknowledge receipt of 
yours of yesterday, and now beg to enclose you herewith our cheque 
for £10 5s. 3d., being 5s. 3d. interest on Manchester cheque and £10 
in payment of accepting commission on draft L 2,098 for £1,000 at six 
months’ date, which we enclose for favour of your acceptance and return 
to us. Relating to same we also hand you copies of bills of lading and 
abstract of invoices amounting to £1,005 19s. 2d., which we hereby 
hypothecate to you or the proceeds thereof.’’ The 
the different transactions were that the defendants sold goode to their 
customers with all charges from the warehouse to customers’ account, 
and on eix months’ credit. The goods were consigned on bills of lading 
made out to customers’ order. It was contended on behalf of the 
defendante that the transaction amounted to a charge within section 93 
of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and was void against the 
liquidator as it wae not registered. On behalf of the plaintiffs it was 
argued that the charge did not come within the section, as it did not 
bind the money while in the hands of the customer, and that when the 


were 


we 


on us, 


us 


is 





on CHARGE— | 
| the 





| before 


circumstances of | 


money got into the handa of the defendant company it was impressed | 


with a trust in favour of the plaintiffs. 

Picxrorp, J., in the course of his judgment said the case raise] a 
new point. He thought that the letter of the 25th of August shewed 
sn intention that the defendants should give to the plaintiffs a mort- 


gage or equitable cecurity on the goods where it could be enforced, and 
where it could not be given or enforced on the goods, an hypothecation 
of the proceeds. There was no meaning in the words “‘ or the proceeds 
thereof ’’ unless that was the intention. In the circumstances of the 
case it was difficult to see how any valid charge or mortgage on the 
goods could thus be given to the plaintiffs. They were given an hypo- 
thecation upon the proceeds of the goods, the proceeds being the invoice 
value to be paid by the customer, and that seemed to be a book debt 
owing by the customer to the defendants. Was a charge thus given 
upon the book debts by the company’? It seemed to him that there was 
a a upon the money which, until it was paid to the defendants, 
was a book debt, and it was because it was a book debt that, when 
received, it was impressed with a trust, if it ever became so impreseed. 
Under these circumstances was the charge within section 93 
of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908? That eection provided 
inter alia that every mortgage or charge on any book debts of the com- 
pany should, so far as any security on the company’s property or under- 
taking was conferred, be void against the liquidator unless such mort- 
gage or charge was registered. The charge in question came within 
the section, and as it was not registered it was void as against the 
liquidator, and there would therefore be judgment for the defendants. 
—CounseL, Langdon, K.C., and Leck; Atkin, K.C., and Randolph. 


Price, Manchester. 


[Reported by Lronarpy C. Tomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 
VIRGINIA CAROLINA CHEMICAL CO. v. NORFOLK AND NORTH 
AMERICAN STEAM SHIPPING CO. (LIM.).  [Elamilton, J. 


3rd July. 


Surp—Carco—DamacE By Firre—UNSEAWORTHINESS. 


The cargo on board a vessel was destroyed by fire, the conflagra- 
tion having been caused by an escape of oil through a leaking cock. 
In an action by the cargo owners to recover damages for loss of* 
cargo on the ground of unseaworthiness. 


Held, that as there was no defect existing that could not crdinarily 
be remedied during the course of the voyage, there was no structural 
defect existing in the vessel at the time of sailing, and, therefore, 
she was not unseaworthy. 

On the 18th of August, 1910, The West Point sailed from Glasgow 
with the plaintiffs’ cargo on board. On the 27th of August a fire 
broke out in the engine-room which spread to the cargo and the rest 
of the vessel, with the result that it became necessary to abandon 


vessel and save the lives of those on board. The vessel was 


scuttled to prevent her from becoming a danger to navigation, and 


she went to the bottom. This action was brought by the cargo owners 
against the owners of the ship to recover damages for loss of the 
cargo on the ground of unseaworthiness. From the evidence given 
at the trial it appeared that the fire broke out because a store of 
paraffin which was kept in the engine-room escaped and came into 
contact with a naked light. The oil was drawn off by means of a 
tap, and after the vessel put out to sea the cock was observed to be 
leaking. An attempt was made to repair the cock, after which the 
second engineer occupied himself with something else in connection 
with the tap, the result of which was to cause an escape and so 
cauee the fire. It was argued on behalf of the plaintiffs that the 
leakage, though not from any crack or unprecedented kind of repair, 
was such that the vessel was unseaworthy to go to sea unless it was 
cured before she sailed, and that although unseaworthiness need not 
be maintained at the cost of always introducing the latest or best 
appliances, yet there must be appliances capable of carrying the 
cargo in safety even though there might be some negligence. 

Hamitton, J., in the course of his judgment, after stating the 
facts, said it had been contended that the leakage of the tap was 
euch that the vessel was unseaworthy to go to sea unless it was cured 
she sailed. It was not contended, of course, that sea- 
worthiness had to be maintained at the cost of always introducing 
the latest or the best appliances. It was pointed out that negligence 
would occur and negligence must be provided for, and that you could 
not assume perpetual carefulness in the engine-room, and, therefore, 
must have appliances capable of carrying the cargo in safety, even 
though there were some negligence. On the other hand it could not 
be expected of a shipowner that he should make his appliances 
what was called in the United States ‘‘ tool proof.’ There must be 
some limit within which human beings who get wages might be 
deemed to be capable of doing their duty and willing to do it, and 
reliance must be placed upon that. Could the defective tap be 
described as a structural defect existing at the time of sailing? It 
appeared to him to be impossible. He thought there was no defect 
existing in the tap at all that could be called more tham such a 
matter as was, and ought to be, ordinarily remedied in the course 
of the voyage. He thought, therefore, that she sailed with a 
good tap in her, a tap in a reasonable condition, which might be 
properly left to that which it must receive—the daily attention of 
the engine-room staff, and a tap that did not in any way constitute 
initial unseaworthiness.—Counsrt, Atkin, K.C., Maurice Hill, K.C., 
and R. A. Wright; Bailhache, K.C., and Dawson Miller. Solicitors, 
Parker, Garrett, & Co.; William A. Crump, & Son. 

{Reported by Lronanp C. Tuomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 


LLOYD v. GRACE, SMITH, & CO. House of Lords. 
27th, 28th, and 29th Feb. ; 19th July. 


PrincipaL AND Acent—AvtHority or AGENT—FRAuD oF AGENT - 
LiaBinity or Soxicriror roR ManaGinG CLerK TakING CONVEYANCE 
rrom Curent IN His Own Name AND FRAUDULENTLY DisPposING OF 
PROPERTY. 

The plaintiff, a widow lady, consulted the defendant's managing clerk 
as to the sale of certain, freehold property and as to a mortgage, and. 
in her evidence alleged that, through his clerk, she had instructed the 
defendant to act for her as her solicitor. The clerk advised her to 
convey the property into his name, and this the plaintiff did. He also 
got the mortgage money. The fraud being discovered, the plaintiff 
sued the solicitor for delivery up of the deeds and repayment of the 
mortgage. 

Held, that although the managing clerk had transferred the property 
of the client into his own name and had disposed of it for his own pur- 
poses, nevertheless a client dealing with the managing clerk of a 
solicitor might assume that he was, in advising her, acting within 
the scope of his authority, and the defendant, therefore, was liable. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (55 Soxicrrors’ Journat 461; 1911, 
2K. B. 489) reversed. 

Appeal by the plaintiff from an order of the Court of Appeal. The 
action was brought by Mrs. Emily Lloyd, a widow lady, against Mr. 
Frederick Smith, solicitor, of Castle-street. Liverpool, who was the sole 
representative of the defendant firm, for the return of certain deeds 
relating to some freehold cottages at Ellesmere Port and also of a sum 
of £450 which she had lent on mortgage on other property in the Hart- 
ington-road, Liverpool. Her case was that she had instructed the 
defendant firm, as her ‘solicitors, to sell the cottage property and call 
in the mortgage money. The litigation arose out of the frauds of one 
C. W. Sandles, who at the time in question was conveyancing managing 
clerk to Grace, Smith, & Co., and induced the plaintiff to convey her pro- 
perty to him for sale and re-investment at better interest. Sandles, having 
disposed of the property for his own purposes, absconded, and the 
plaintiff sought to make the defendant liable for the loss she had 
sustained. Scrutton, J., gave judgment for the plaintiff, but on appeal 
that judgment was reversed, and, judgment was entered for the defen- 
dant, Vaughan Williams, L.J., so far diesenting that he thought there 
should be a new trial ordered. The plaintiff appealed from that order, 
and — that the judgment of Scrutton, J., in her favour should be 
restored. 

Tue House took time for consideration. 

Subsequently the case was again in the paper for judgment, when 
the Lord Chancellor merely stated that they would allow the appeal 
and give their reasons on some future day. 

July 19.—The reasons for their lordships deciding to reverse the 
decision of the Court of Appeal were given. 

_ Lord Hatpane, C., said he had been asked to read the following 

judgment prepared by Lord Loreburn, which was as follows : The facts 

of this case, ——_ in immaterial points, were quite clear and undis- 
puted. The appellant, Mrs. Lloyd, had bought some property, and 
thus had come to know of the defendant, a solicitor. She had doubts 
about having got her money’s worth, and went to the defendant's 
office to inquire. When there she saw one Sandles, the defendant’s 
managing clerk, and was induced by him to give him instructions to 
cell or realise this property, and for that purpoge to give him the deeds 
and to sign two documents which she neither read nor knew the tenor 
of, but which put into Sandles’ possession her interest therein. She 
gave him the deeds as the defendant’s representative. Having got 
them and the signed documente, he dishonestly disposed of this lady’s 
property and pocketed the proceeds. That was the whole story as it 
was now either found or admitted, because it was incontestable. “It was 
clear upon these simple facts that the jury ought to have been directed, 
if they believed them, to find for the plaintiff. The managing clerk 
was authorised to receive deeds and carry through sales and conveyances 
and to give notices on the defendant’s behalf. He was instructed by 
the plaintiff, as the representative of the defendant's firm—and she so 
treated him throughout—to realise her property. He took advantage 
of the opportunity so afforded him as the defendant’s representative 
to get her to sign away all that she possessed and put the proceeds into 
his own pocket. In my opinion, there is an end of the case. It was 

a breach by the defendant's agent of a contract made by him as defen- 

dant’s agent to apply diligence and honesty in carrying through a 

business within his delegated powers and entrusted to him in that cap.- 

city. It was also a tortious act committed by the clerk in conducting 

bueinees which he ‘had a right to conduct honestly, and was instructe 1 

to conduct, on behalf of his principal. At the hearing the learned 

judge—no doubt with a view to avoiding the risk of a new trial in so 
small a case—appears to have been prevailed upon to put no less than 

SIX questions, with subdivisions making in all ten questions, to the 

jury. Some of them were quite immaterial. Others were framed on 

order to raise a point of law supposed to be affirmed by Mr. Justice 

ae in the case of Barwick v. Joint Stock Bank (L. R. 2 Ex. 259, 

% L. J. Ex. 147), and admitted of more than one meaning. The mean- 

ing of the answers depends upon how the jury understood the ques- 

tions, and we were not told how they were explained to the jury. That 

Sandles committed this fraud in order to steal the money for himself is 

obvious, and any jury must so find. That he did it in the eenee in 

which Willes, J., meane, the word “ benefit ” is not true upon the 
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admitted facts. Willes, J., cagnot have meant that the principal is 
absolved whenever his agent intended to appropriate for himself the 
proceeds of his fraud. Nearly every rogue intends to do that. If the 
agent commits the fraud purporting to act in the course of business 
such as he was authorised, or held out as authorised, to transact on 
account of his principal, then the latter may be held liable for it. And 
if the whole judgment of Willes, J., be looked at instead of one een- 
tence alone, he does not say otherwise. ; 
Earl of Hatssury.—I, in common, I believe with all your lordships, 
think that this appeal must be allowed, and that judgment must be 
entered for the plaintiff, and but for what appears to me a singular 
misapprehension, I should not have thought it necessary to add any- 
thing to Scrutton, J.’s, very careful and very accurate judgment, but 
I think the judgment in Barwick v. English Joint Stock Bank (supra) 
has been misunderstood, and ae it is certainly a judgment of very high 
authority it is desirable to examine it carefully and to see what it really 
did decide, since it has been several times referred to as deciding what 
it certainly did not decide. It was a decision of the Exchequer Cham- 
bers, delivered by Willes, J., the court consisting of Blackburn, Keating, 
Mellor, Montague-Smith, and Lush, L.JJ., as well as the learned judge 
who probably, though not certainly, wrote the judgment, and with 
whom all the judges concurred, a judgment, therefore, of the very 
highest authority, and one which I think it would be impossible to 
suppose we are saying anything to shake. The actual decision of the 
court was that Martin, B., was wrong in non-suiting the plaintiff and 
ordering a new trial, and I think one source of the misapprehension to 
which I have referred is the care with which the learned judges avoided 
deciding, or assuming how the question was to be decided, by the jury 
in the trial which was then ordered. So far from giving any authority 
for the proposition in favour of which it is quoted, the court went out 
of its way to disclaim there being any doubt about the principle that 
the principal is answerable for the act of his agent in the course of his 
master’s business, and the words added, ‘‘ and for his benefit,’’ obviously 
mean that it is something in the master’s business, and the judgment ih 
question says that that question was setiled as early us Lord Holt’s 
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time—a tolerably strong indication that the judges thought there was 
not much doubt about what the law is now. Sir John Holt,’ who for 
more than twenty years presided over the Court of King’s Bench with 
the confidence of all parties at a somewhat stormy pdint of our history, 
and who has been described as a perfect master of the common law, is 
the authority who speaks in a.case like this with no uncertain voice 
upon the subject, and his opinion was adopted by euch a court as I have 
described after more than two centuries." The.case was thie, an action 
on the case for deceit was brought by one Hearne against a merchant 
named Nichols. The reporter seems to have had some difficulty in 
making out what the particular kind of eilk was, for he has left its 
description blank, but enough of the pleadings are given to indicate 
very clearly what the complaint was, and he found out that one king 
of eilk was represented to be sold as such, and another and an inferior 
sort of silk was supplied. Upon trial, says the report, not guilty was 
pleaded ; it appeared there was no actual deceit by the defendant, but 
it was his factor beyond the eea, and the doubt was whether this 
should charge the merchant, and Chief Justice Holt was of opinion 
that the merchant wae accountable for the deceit of his factor, though 
not criminally yet civilly, ‘‘ for seeing somebody must be a loser by 
this deceit, it is more reason that he that employe and puts a trust in 
and confidence in the deceiver should be a loser than a stranger.” I 
should be very eorry to see a principle which appears to me of very 
great value shaken by the decision in the case of Barwick v. English 
Joint Stock Bank (supra), since that case appears to me a strong autho- 
rity confirming and strengthening the accuracy of that principle. 
Lord Arktnson also read a long judgment to the same effect. 
Lorde MACNaGuTen and SHaw concurred.—CounseL, for the appellant, 
Tobin, K.C., and J. O. Johnston; for the respondent, Greer, K:C., and 
Cuthbert Smith, Sovservors, Walter C. Broadbridge ; George Thatcher. 
[Reported by Ensxins Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 


RAY v. FLOWER ELLIS. C.A. No. 2. 24th and 25th July. 
PARTNERSHIP—D1ssoLUTION—RECcEIVER-—SoO.Lict1roRs—BILLs OF Costs. 


In an action for dissolution of partnership between solicitors a re- 
ceiver was appointed to get in outstanding costs due from clients, and 
the books of the firm were placed in his handa. The entries of at- 
tendances made by P., one of the partners, were not sufficiently detailed 
to eftable the receiver to make out proper bills. R. refused to settle 
the bills unless remunerated by 5 per cent. on the amount thereof. The 
other partner thereupon took outa summons for an order that R. should 
be directed to settle the bills within one week. 

Held, afhrming the decision of Joyce, J., that the summons must be 
refused, 


This was an action for dissolution of a partnership between solici 
tors. A receiver had been appointed, and the books of the firm were 
in his hands for the purpose of making ont bills to be cent to the 
cliente. The entries of attendances made by the plaintiff were ii 
numerous instances defective in not sufficiently describing the busi 
ness done, but the plaintiff had anewered to the best of his ability 
questions put to him by the receiver in correspondence. _A eummone 
was ultimately taken out, asking that the plaintiff might be directed 
to eettle and deliver to the receiver all bills against his own particular 
clients of the late firm. The plaintiff offered to do thie, but upon 
payment out of the assets of 5 per cent. on the amount of the bills 
delivered, but this offer was not agreed to. Joyce, J., refused the sum 
mons, and the defendant appealed. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This application is misconceived. The re 
ceiver is in possession of all the books and papers, and he is in a 
poeition to make out the bills against the various cliente. The plain- 
tiff is now asked to settle seventy-five bills within one week. This 
would be to impose on him an outrageous burden. I aesume that 
there are entries of attendances not stating the businees done. The 
plaintiff, however, cannot be called on to make out the bills from his 
own memory. If the receiver asks for information as to particular 
items, I have no doubt the plaintiff will give it to the best of his re 
- tion, but to call on him to settle seventy-five bills is quite unheard 
of. 

Farwett and Kennepy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Younger, K.C., 
and A. a B. Terrell; Hughes, K.C., and Ward Coldridge. Soticrrors, 
Fladgate & Co.; L. H. Falk. 


[Reported by F. Gururte Suir, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Obituary. 
Sir C. Pontifex. 


Sir Charles Pontifex, K.C.I.E., a former Judge of the Bengal High 
Court, and afterwards legal adviser to the India Office, died at his 
home, 5, Wetherby-gardens, S.W., on the 27th ult., at the age of eighty- 
one. Born on the 5th of June, 1831, the eldest son of Mr. John 
Pontifex, of Blackheath, he was educated privately and at Trinity 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated in 1854. He was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in the same year, and after attaining some 
reputation in equity practice in this country he was appointed a Puisne 
Judge of the ay a High Court in 1872. He had the reputation of 
being perhaps the best equity lawyer who had eat on the Calcutta bench, 
and his judgmente—nearly always delivered at once orally—were highly 
valued. He had been in India ten years when he wae called home by 
the Secretary of State (Lord Hartington) to be his legal adviser and 





solicitor. After holding this responsible appointment for a decade, hie 
retired in 1892, when he. was created a Knight. Commander of the 
Indian Empire. In 1881 Sir Charles married Grace, daughter of Mr. 
James Cooper, of Cooper Hill; county Limerick, and widow of Mr. 
Thomas W. Gribble, of the Bengal Civil Service. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 

Mr. Joun Grirritus, solicitor, Chester, has been appointed to be the 
Registrar of Chester County Court, in the place of the late Mr. E. 8. 
Giles. Mr. Griffiths was admitted in December, 1899. 

Mr. Witt1am Percy Bowyer has been appointed to be an Official 
Receiver for the Bankruptcy District of the High Court, in succession 
to George Walter Chapman, who retires. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolution. 


Henry Harper Boruamuey, Geratp Espatte WINTER, and FRAnNcts 
Pacet Herr, solicitors (Winter, Bothamley, & Hett), 16, Bedford-row, 
London. July 25. [Gazette, July 26. 


Information Required. 


LOUISA A. GRIGGS, 75, Hills-road, Cambridge, deceased.— 
Solicitors or others having the will of the above, or any knowledge 
of a will being in existence, please communicate with Mr. Clement 
Bacon, 18, Huntly-road, South Norwood, S.E. 


General. 


As the result of a private conference on Wednesday, says the 7'imes, 
between the counsel in the ‘‘ Titanic ’’ case and Lord Mersey, it is 
understood that the counsel for the various unions and for the third- 
class passengers will each receive 500 guineas. 

At the half-yearly conference of the National Federation of Building 
Trade Employers at Nottingham, on Wednesday, a resolution was 
passed protesting against the practice of undervaluing house property 
by the official valuers under the Finance Act, which, it was stated, had 
a depressing effect upon the trade and resulted in serious losses. It was 
decided to appeal to the Government to institute an inquiry. 

A juror who had been summoned on a Hackney Coroner’s jury on 
Saturday, the 27th ult., says Lloyd’s Weekly News, asked to be excused 
as it was his Sabbath. ‘‘ But,’’ said the Coroner, ‘‘I see by the papers 
this morning that the City Coroner communicated with the Chief Rabbi 
in reference to the matter, and he eaid that a Jew should conform to the 
laws of the country he lived in.” ‘‘ Yes, but he wae referring to the 
ordinary days—not the Sabbath, which is our holiest day.’’ ‘‘ Then 
you mean that all the rest of the week your faith does not apply; it 
is only on your Sabbath. Can you see anything unholy in sitting as 
a juror, and finding a verdict as to the cause of a fellow creature's 
death’”’’ ‘I think I have more right to be at the synagogue.’’ The 
juror was allowed to go. 

At Westminster, on the 26th ult., before Mr. Horace Smith, William 
Moorhouse Stoney, a driver employed by the London General Omnibus 
Compazy, was charged with driving in a manner dangerous to the 
public. Mr. C. K. Francis, one of the magistrates of the court, stated 
that on the 3rd of July he was a passenger on the omnibus driven by 
Stoney. It was driven at a speed of at least twenty miles xn hour 
through Sloane-street. Proceeding along King’s-road, Chelsea, the 
defendant, still in ‘‘ a desperate and frantic hurry,’’ got on his wrong 
side of the road, and nearly ran down a cyclist-postman, who only 
escaped by jumping off his machine. The witness told the defendant 
that it was such a scandalous case that he should report him and give 
evidence against him. The defendant, who asked no questions of Mr. 
Francis, said it was only his second day at the work, and he felt rather 
nervous. The traffic was so great that he did not know what to do. 
Mr. Horace Smith: All the more reason for driving very slowly. I 
cannot understand such an excuse for reckless.driving. Stoney was 
sentenced to pay a fine of £8 and two guineas costs, or undergo 4 
month's imprisonment. 

At a city inquest on Friday, the 26th ult., says the Daily Chronicle, 
a juryman named Cohen asked to be excused from serving on the 
ground that it was against his religious principles to view the bodies. 
The Coroner (Mr. F. J. Waldo) said that the late Chief Rabbi, Dr. 
Adler, was a neighbour of his, and he once asked him what was the 
duty of a Jew in the circumstances mentioned. Dr. Adler said it was 
the duty of a Jew to obey the laws of the country in which he lived, 
and that the excuse offered was not a proper one. Mr. Cohen : Did 
you put to him the case of a Cohen? Dr. Waldo: Yes. You are 4 
descendant of Aaron, I believe? Mr. Cohen said he was, but he would 
be willing to serve if the Coroner would excuse him from viewing the 
bodies. The Coroner said the law required the coroner and every 
juryman to view, and he hoped it would always be the custom. He 
excused Mr. Cohen, however, on the ground that he (the Coroner) did 
not want an unwilling juror to act in his court, and that Mr. Cohen 
appeared to be honestly under religious conviction and scruples. 
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In the House of Commons, on the 25th ult., Sir G: Parker asked the 
Prime Minister whether the Government were making inquiries into 
the terms and the working of the Dominion of Canada Trades Disputes 
Act, upon which the Bill brought in by the member for Woolwich was 
founded; and if there were any prospects of applying the principle of 
the Act to industrial difficulties in this country. Mr. Asquith : The 
answer to the first part of the question is in the affirmative. As the 
hon. member is probably aware, the Board of Trade recently published 
some information in regard to the working of the Act. For the moment 
the latter part of the question is premature. 

Litigants, says the Globe, often complain, not without some cause, 
that law is an expensive thing. The country can hardly count the 
High Court among its costly institutions. A return for the past 
financial year shews that the receipts in respect of the Supreme Court 
amounted to £483,119 and the expenditure to £699,863. This means 
that the charge upon the national funds is £216,744—not at all an 
exorbitant sum for the country to pay fer the services which the judges 
and the officials render the whole community in Crown and criminal 
work. There is a considerable part of the expenditure with which 
litigants cannot be debited. The expenses of the Court of Criminal 
Appeal, for instance, amounted to £12,013, and those connected with 
the hearing of election petitions to £4,480. While the receipts were 
only £1,685 in excess of those of the preceding year, the expenditure 
was £15,671 larger. The salaries and retiring allowances of judges 
increased by £5,193, and ‘‘ rent, repairs to buildings, &c.,’’ by £8,043. 
Is this increase responsible for the strange reluctance of the Govern- 
ment to strengthen the judicial staff? 

In the course of an appeal issued by Lord Loreburn (president of 
Cheltenham College Council) and Lieutenant-General Henry H. Settle 
(president of the Cheltonian Society) to old Cheltonians and others on 
behalf of the Cheltenham College Endowment Fund (Lord James of 
Hereford Memorial), they say : ‘‘In the interests of the College it is 
most desirable to start a standing fund to provide financial aid for such 
purposes as may be deemed best for the benefit of the College. It wae 
the earnest wish of the late Lord James of Hereford that such a fund 
should be commenced, and, believing that association of his name with 
the fund, as a memorial to him, will be recognized as the most appro 
priate means of worthily perpetuating his memory and life-long devo 
tion to the College, the President and Council and the Cheltonian 
Society jointly make this appeal to all Old Cheltonians for subscrip 
tions, donations, and legacies, trusting that it will be heartily approved 
of and generously responded to by all who have received their educa- 
tion at Cheltenham College, and are actuated by the spirit which 
marked the late Lord James’s life and unceasing devotion to his old 
school. The College has no endowments, such as are possessed by many 
other public schools, and is thus at a great disadvantage. . . . Lord 
James was the firet boy to enter Cheltenham College on the 21st of July. 
1841. He was a member of the College Council from 1862 to 1886, when 
he was elected President of the Council; which position he held until 
his death last year.”’ 

At a meeting of the Justices of the County of London, held at the 
Sessions House, Newington, on the 26th ult., says the 7'imes, under 
the presidency of Mr. A. J. Lawrie, letters were read from the clerks 
to the St. James’s, St. Margaret’s, Strand, and Tower Petty Sessions 
Divisions suggesting in one case that the King’s College Hospital site 
would be an eminently suitable site for the new Court House, and in 
other cases that the Central Criminal Court should be used for the 
business of the London Sessions, both in the interests of economy and 
convenience. The chairman said that no action could be taken upon 
the letters. The London County Council, who had the choice of the 
site, had decided to construct the new building on the site of the exist- 
ing Sessions House at Newington, at a cost, he understood, of £100,000. 
It would take about three years to construct, and it was proposed that, 
in the meantime, the business of the sessions should be conducted at 
the Clerkenwell Sessions House. Mr. Edward Smith, the chairman of 
the Standing Joint Committee, which has the matter in hand, said that 
the decision of the County Council was subject to the consent of the 
Home Secretary. They were bound to act on the assumption that that 
consent would given and to prepare the Clerkenwell Sessions House 
for the transference of the work there next December. The Standing 
Joint Committee had unanimously protested against the selection of a 
site south of the Thames, but all such protests were futile now. Unless 
pressure could be brought to bear on Parliament and the Home Secre- 
tary the scheme would have to go through on its present lines. 








For conservative information and advice on the subject of Fruit 
penises in British Columbia apply to D. & J. Forp, 14, Cockspur- 
street, London, S.W. Mr. J. W. Ford has had fourteen years’ experi- 
ence as a fruit farmer, and is recognized as one of the greatest authori- 
ties on fruit farming in the Province.—{Advt.] 








Royan Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sone can obtain (without char °) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
oe & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South. Molton-street, London, W.— 








Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 


Way Pay Rent? 
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The Property. Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Lire Intzrzet, Revetétoxs axp Seines, 


Mesers. H. E. Fosrer & Onanrrecp heli their usual Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard. E.C., oa Thuraday last, whea the 
following Lots were sold, the total realised being £3,425 16s. 8d, :— 

VALUABLE INTEREST in a moiety of 09 oe ee «» Sold £2,350 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to Alliance Assnrance Co.'s Sbares .. 4, 4855 

to One-third of 2,074 Shares in J, & A. 
Devenieh & Co. (Ltd.) .. ee oe 
10,000 SHARES of £1 each in the ‘‘V. V.” Bread Co. (Ltd.) eo 


” ” 


» _ £700 
», £520 16 @ 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Frivay, July 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Lourrep 1m Omganosey. 


ABE‘ LA‘H TINPLATE Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required. on or before Aug 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or «laims. to Mr Joseph Abel 
— 217, Beaumont rd, Bournville Collins & Woods, Swanset,solors to the 

iquidator 

OPERAT/ONS S(NDICATE, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Aug 21, to send their names and addre-ses. and particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Rubert Cecii Fergus n, 5, Moorgate st, liquidator P 

PICTURE PAVILIONS, LTp.—Creditors are required, on or bore Aug 12, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Creswell 
Parkin, jun, V’aby: chmbrs, 101, Cleethorpe rd, Great Grimsby, liquidator. 

RIO DE JANEIRO LIGHTERAGE CO, Ltp.—Ureditore are required, on or before Avg. 31, 
to send t eir names and addres es, and the particulars of tneir debts or claims, to 
John Mackenzie, 7. Union ct, Vid Broad st Armitage & Co, Bisnopsgate, solera for 
the liq *idator. 

3. P AND G. BARRACLOUGH & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 19, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of cheie de»ts or claims, to 
Alfred ‘ontefract, 6, New st, Huddersfield. Ramsien & C», Huddersfield, solors for 
the liquidators. 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY, 


ECONOMIC LIFR ASSURANCE SOCIETY (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 
required, on or before 8. pt 3". to send their names and addre-ses, and the particulars 
of their depts or claims, to Young ani Co, 12, assex st, Strand, solors to liquidators 


London Gazette—TuxEspDAY, July 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limrtep 18 Omanogst, 


Curtis & Curtis, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 30, to send their 

names and .ddresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims,t» George William 
Lindsay Thompson, 71, Temple row, Birmingham. Shirley & Co, Birming' , solors 
for the liquidator. 
ANGLAAGTE PROPRIETARY Co, Ltp.—Pet: for winding up, presented July 22, directed 
to be heard Aug 8. Slaughter & May, 18, Austin Friars, solors fur the petnr. Nutice 
of appearing must reach the above named nos later than 6 o'clock iu the afternoon 
of Aug 7. 

LOMBIRY LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
16, to send th ir numes ana addresses, and the particulars ot their debts or claims, to 
Ralph Noel Mariabie, 31, Lombard st. Brown & Co, Lennox H use Norfolk st, Strand. 

NiEW ANGLO-MEXICAN Co, Ltp.—Creuitors are required forthwith to send their names 
and adresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sydney G. Cule, 
48, Gresham s , liquidator. 

SouTH RANDFONTK&IN DEEP, LTD.--Creditors are required, on or befere Sept 25, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of theic debts and claims, to H. Rogers, 
Pinners Hall, Austin Friars, liquidator. 

WARING WHITE BUILDING Co, LUTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 14, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Frederick Josepn Birch, 14, Cockspur styCUharing Cross. Smith & Co, London Wall, 
solora te the liquidator 

WEsT CoTTINGwoov Co.L Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on before Sept 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
George, 11, Finkle st, Stockton on Tees, liquidator. 

WORCESTERSHIRE PuBLIC House Trust Co, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION.)— 
Creditors are required, on or betore Aug 31, tos nd their names and adresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to George William Bull, 9, Foregate st 
Worcester, Curtler & Co, Worcester, solors to the liquidator. 








Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


Lond m Gazette.—Frtwar, Jaly 26, 


FAMA Lp. 

MANCHESTER WHITE STAR MOTOR Co, LTD. 
DAVENPORT BRO HERS LTD. 

*. STAPLETON & SON, LTD, 

NORTH AFRICa TRADING CO, LTD. 

CUMBRIAN MINING Co, LTD. 

OLIVERS, Lrp. 

tREWERS MUTUAL LICENCE INSURANCE Co, LTD. 
AEROPLANE ENGINE Co, LTD. 

BEDOUIN STEAM .»AVIGATION Co, LTD. 
SYLVERLYTE (1909) LTD. 

MENDEss & CooKksEy, LTD. 

W. B. Apoock & Co, LTD. 

Woop & Co (BoLTon) Lrp. 

ECONOMIC LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
OPEKATIONS SYNDICATE, LTD. 

DURHAM COLLIERIFS ELECTRIC PowgR Co, LTD. 
E .sTern Trust Lp. 

ARTHUR MONCKTON, LTD. 

New ELKHORN MINING Co, LrD. 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, July 30, 


EMPIRE PICTURE PALACES, LTD. 

A. B LOBELL & Co, Lrp. 

BRITISH-JAVA, TRADING ASSOCIATION, LTD, 
KUILs RIvEeR TIN MINES, LtD. 





PHILLIPS, RIVER GOLD AND COPPER (Co, LTD. 
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BLACK SEA TELEGRAPH Co, LTD. 
DEMBRARA RvusseR Co, Ltd. (Reconstruction). 

COVERDEN RUBBER AND Propvce Co, Lrp. 

BARTOLOZZI Press, LTp. 

WORCESTERSHIRE PusLIc House Trust Co, Lrp. 

RegopINGSs, LTO. 

SouTH RANDFONTEIN Deer, LD. 

Optics, Lrp. 

FLAKES, Ltp 

BRIERLEY HILL AND Disrrict Cocoa AND Corre® House ©», Lrp, 

L. BE. Lyyy, Lp. 

FLEsKa, Lop. 

HALPIN’S PATENT THERMAL STORAGE, Ltp. 

D. S. L Synptcars, Lro. 

Unaava Taust, 1p. 

BOWBUKN AND Distaicr WORKING MeN § SoctiL CLUB AND INsTITUCE, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cratm. 
London Gazette.—Fatoay, July 27. 


Ling, Rotus Catveat Joann Watpno, Dashwooi House, Old Brow at 
Liak, Swinfen Eadv, J Ommanney, Gt Wiachester st 

BSepmay, Jouy, Malton, Yorks Oct 1 Ssdmanv Seimsa, Swinfen Eaiy, J Estill, 
Malt on 4 

Tarctoe, Mawesr Josera. Frogshall, Gouth wat, Kent O-t1 
Eady,J Roy & Cartwright, Coleman at 


Oct 1 Lovell v 


Taylor vy Taylor, Swinfen 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, July 30. 


Kearerp, Many Littay, Bray, Berks Oct 1 Hazoon v Harwood, Swiafen Eady, J 


Harwood, Lombard st 


Under 22 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 26. 


ATTREE, MARGARET, Ditciling, Sassec Aug 23 Howlet & Clarke, Brizhton 

BSASLeyY, MARY, Bramley, Leeds Aug 26 Lupton & Fawcett, ceeds 

BeER, ABGL, Clay C oss, Derby Aug 24 Hopkins, Chesterfield 

BRADBURY, MARGARE!, Knutsford, Caester Auarl0 Sedgley & Co, Kn xtsforJ 

BRAGGER, FREDERICK, Bowerdean st, Fulham Aug 26 Snow & Co, 7, Great St Thomas 
Apostle 

Brown, EMMA, Birmingham Sept6 Hooper & Co, Birmingham 

BEVINGTON, TIMOTHY, Southsea Aug 31 Bawtree & Sons, Witham, Essex 

CAPEY , ELIZABETH ANN, Edgmond, Salop Aug25 Hojges, Newport 

Casson, ANS, Houghton in Furness, Lancs Aug 16 Batler & Son, Broughton in Furness 

CLARKE, HARRIETTE ANN, Windsor Aug3l Wells & Hind, Novtingham 

COLSs, JANE, CAMPBELL, Uwickenham Aug 31 Emmet & Co’ Blo msbury sq 

DAVENPORT, GeORGE, Leek, Staffs, Silk Manufacturer Sept 7 Sale & U>, Manchester 

Drew, ANNE, Branksoms Park, D rset Aug 17 Gossling, Bournemouth 

FITCH, FREDERICK, Malvern, Worce ter Sept 1 Scott & Holyoake, Brom grove 

FLOWER, JOSEPH GEORGE, Great Yarmoutn Sept6 Wiltshire & Co, Great Yarmouth 

Gisson, THOMAS, 8a.e, Chester Sept 2 Tucker & Co, Manchester 

GWINNELL, HeNRY AUGUsTUS, Cheltenham Aag3l Heath & Eckersall, Cheltssham 

HAMER, JOHN, Ashton under Lyne, Lancs, Votton Spinner Aug 29 Hamer, Ashton 
under Lyne 7 

HAMPSON, HANNAH, Ashton on Mersey, Chester Aug 31 Higham & Co, Altrincham 

HERTZ, WILL AM MARTIN, Manchester, Merchant Sept? Farrar & Co, Manchester 

HtPKINs, WILLIAM EpWAR?, Birmingham, E igineer Aug24 Ryland & Vo, Birmingham 

Hovs.ey, HANNAH Dmecaster Aug l9 Andrews, Doncaster ‘ 5: 

HULEATT, CORNELIA SOPHIA, Lyn thurst, Hants Sept 7 Kim vers & Boat nan, Lombard st 

Impey, SAMUEL JoserH Luton, Beds, County Court Bailiff Aug 20 Hayward Lut nm 

Joey, Kose, Stack-fleld on Tyn’, Northumberland Aug 31 Stibbard & Cy, Leadenhall 


st 
Jones, Joun. Wellington, Salop July 31 
KELLY, Perer, Timyerley, Crester Aug 31 
LAW, JERROLD WILLIAM, Uxford Aug 24 


Dean & E pley, Wellington 
Pres‘on & Son, Manchester 
Croase & Son:, La caster pi 








McLAREN, WALTER Stowe BRIGHT, M.P., Ashley gdns, Westminster Sept 2 Minchin 
& Co, Laurence Pountney In 

MILLARD, WILLIAM Henry, Birminghwm Sept5 Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 

MOORE, CHARLES Moses, Great Yarmouth, Licensed Victualler Sept 6 Wiltshire g 
C», Great Yarmonth 

PILBEAM, Lrcy JANE. Great Bedwyn, Wilts Aug3l Bevan & King Chancery lo 

PRIcE, GEORGE HEYRY, Southport Aug 30 Risque & Robson, Manchester 

ROBERTS. FRANK, Sutton, Suffolk, Farmer Aung?4 Wood, Wooibridge 

wees * WILLIAM HENRY Legs, Felton Rectory, Hereford Aug 31 Davis & Co, 
Glosso; 

SHACKEL, ANS CaRoussg, Ealing Aug 26 Fielder & Co, Lincoln's inn flelds 

SMYTH, ELIZABETH ANN, Woodbridge, Suff lk Ang27 Wa'ker, Manchester 

SYKES, Dame JESSICA ANNE CHRISTINA, Chesterfield st, Mayfair Aug 27 
Lincoln ina flelds 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM MAULE, Sale, Chester, Provision Merchant Aug3) Risque & Robson, 
M winchester 

THOMP<ON, TH)MAS, and Mary THoOmpP30N, Sunderland Aug 20 Holmes, Barnard 
Castle 

TRINDALL, JosepH RIcHARD. Creltenhan Aug 24 Heath & Eckersill, Cheltenham 

WALKER, JAMES HENRY, Morecambe, Lancs, Stonemason Sept 28 JOunson & Tilley 
Lancaster 

WATSON, CIARLES, Broadstairs, Kent Augi7 Norw ol, Ashford 

W&LLS, Lucy Viovrt, Bu ton ct, Chelsea Aug3l Wells & Hind, Nottingham 

WHITTAKER, ALICE, Royton, Lancs Aug 29 Moleswort: & Co Rochdale 

WILKINS, CHARGES, Handsworth, Steel Toy Manufacturer Aug 15 
Birmingham 

WILLIAMS, WATKIN, Nannerch, Flint Aug 31 Blair & Seddox, Manchester 

WILSON, CLARA FRANCS3, 8t B:es, Cumberland Aug 3L M uasty & Op, Carlisle 

YEOMAN, Magy, Cancerbary Aug 31 Burch & Brooks, Canterbury 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 30. 


ATKINSON, ALFRED, Leeds Aug 10 Tempest, Leeds 

BARBER, HaRry, ‘heerness Aug 30 Stalloa, Sheerness 

Boor, JoHN AUSUSTOS, The Coarterhouse Aug3l Blunt, Gresham st 

BRO NE, CHARLES FRANCIS, Victoria, Australia Dec6 Bridges & Co, Red Lion eq 

CATTLING, Estza, Wernbrook st, Plumstead Ot 10 Norman, 31, Walbrook 

Crump, JOSEPH ALFRED, Bulley, Glouceszer Aug 31 Wintsrboitham & Sons, Stroud, 
Glos 

CruMP, MARTHA, Bulley, Gloucester Aug 81 Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud, Glos 

DAVIES, WILLIAM GFORGE, Dowlais, Glam Sept15 Ho-well, Cardiff 

DAVies, JAMES WILLIAM, Strood, Kent Aug 3) Lend n & Carpenter, Budze row 

Dyer, DANIEL, Amberley, Glos, G.rdener Aug 31 Winterbotham & Sons, 5.roud, 
Glos 

EYRE, SARAH ANN, Castleton, Derby Sept 30 Hinchcliffe, Mwncester 

FARMER, LovuIsa, Nottingham Sept 1 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 

FRAIN, ELIZABETH, Newcastle upon Tyne Auz 30 Lugledew & Feawick, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

rreuse, JosErH, Liverpool, Merchant Aug3l Buatesons & Co, Liverpool 

Howarkb, EDWARD Hornsey, Scarboro:gh Sept 7 Gould & Coombe, Shefleld 

Hoursox, JANE, Wiothorpe, Lincoln Aug 6 Walke~ & Co, Spilsby 

INGL®, FREDERICK, Q een Anne's gt, Westminster Sept 16 Box & Co, Great James st 

KENNEDY, JOHN, Raiwnhil Aug? Tyrer & Cy, Prescot 

Lyng, MARY ANN NEWMAN, Stceathim aill Aug 31 Proulfoot & Casplin, Verulam 
bldgs, Gray's Inn 

Morris, MARGARE?, Victoria sy Oct 31 Ratford & Frankland, Chancery In 

Orty, HEROD, Allerton, Leads Aug 3l Harr aon & Son, Leais 

PEDDER, STEPHANIE HENRIETTA, Victor.a rd, Kensington Oct 1 
Essex st 

PHeLP+, WILLIAM, Droxford, Southampton Aug 3t Phelps & Keeling, Birmisghim 

PRITCHARD, RICHARD Heyry, Shaffi.ti, Surgeon Aug 31 Banson & Uo, Shetficld 

Proctor, WILLIAM #ENRY, Blickburn Ang 31 Cliff, Blackburn 

REVETT, ARABELLA. Cheshunt, Herts Sept 12 Westhorp & C», Ipswich 

SANDH iM, CATHERINE ANNA, Horsham sept 29 Green vell & Co, Beruers st 

SHORE, CHARLOTTE, Abergavenny Aug 3l Baker, Ab -rgivenny 

SMITH, MARGARET, Quarrington Hill, Dusham Aug 23 Fryer & Webb, West Hartle- 

! 


Hasties, 


Roastall & U» 


Kiog ford & Co, 


SN au’ ELLES Coumer, Aish, South Brent, Devon Aug3t Boni & Pearce, Plymouth 

+PILLER, MARY, Eccles, Lancs Aug29 Dixon & Co, Manchester 

STRVENSON, ROBERT, Walk en, Laics S2pt 4 Balshaws, Bolto: 

THOMP3ON, THOMAS, Hersham, Surrey, Farmer Aug 31 Gray, Fleet st 

Town, James, Worthing Sept2 Verrall & 4ons, Worthing 

VoRLEY, Mrs. MARY. Highbury New Park Aug 26 Wood & 3015, Eastcheap 

WALL, MILLICENT AIMEE, Reading Auyz 31 Yonge, W orcester 

WALSH. SARAH ANN, Halifax Sept 7 Longbotham & Sons, Halifax 

WETTE, AUGUST CARISCOPHER RUDOLF DE, Collingh im gdas, S»uth Kensington 
Lee & Pembert ns, Lincol +s ina fizids : 

WoopG@aTk, ELLEN, Ipswich Auz26 Loig & Cusley, Ipswich 

Youp, MARY BEAUMONT, Bedford Aus 3l Coaqaess & Co, Bodford 


Aug 27 


Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette. —TUESDAY, July 23. 
ADJUDICATIONS, 
Berry, WILLIAM, Plymouth, Cora Merchant Ply nouth 


Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

BLAKELOOK, WILLtAM LISLE, Stocton on Tees, Wholesale 
Drugg st Stockt mon Tees Pet July 19 Ord Juty 19 

Brows, JOHN, Devizes, Wilts, Bootmaker Bath Pet 
June*7 Ord July lv 

CoL8, Grorez James, Upper Parkstone, Dorset, 
dresser Poole Pet July 19 Ord July ly 

Cooper, CoLiIn THOMAS, Shiregreen, S.eMeld, 
Sheffield Pet July 18 Ord July ‘8 

Corrsex, Harry, Colchester, Timber Merchant Colchester 
Pet July 0 Ord July 20 

DAMMS, WILLIAM, Immingham, Lincoln, Grocer 
Grimsy Pet July 2) OciJuly 20 

Diesy, EDWARD EVERARD, Northamberland av, Domiciled 
Eoglishman High Court Pet Dec 2) Ord July 19 

Duwnpuy, James C, Bulford, Wilts Salisbury Pet May 20 
Ord July 20 

FOWERAKSR, FRANCIS HENRY, Queen's rd, Dalston High 
Court Pet June 6 Ord July 17 

GILDERT, FRANK, and THomMas GILBERT, Colchester, 
Builders Bixckburn Pet June 26 (rd July 18 

GoLpine, Eangst Epwarp, Bures Saint Mary, Suffo'k, 
Innkeeper ‘olchester Pet July2v Ord July 20 

Hakocoust, ALFRED Henry, Mansfi ld, Notts, Jeweller 
Nottingham Pet July 16 Ord July 20 

HaRrer. Walter HevRy, Church Hill, Penn, nr Wo ver- 
a. Baker Wolverhampton Pet June27 Ord 
uly 18 

MONGIARDINO, JOSEPH AUGUSTUs, Clement's inn, Strand, 
Surveyor High Court Pet Jan24 Ord July 17 


Hair- 


Grocar 


Great 





NUTTALL, HENRY, Leigh, Lancs, Hardware Dealer Bolton 
Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

PEACOCK, CHARLES MATTEN, Maidstone, 
Maidstone Pet July 20 Ord July 2) 

REYNOLDs, VINCENT, A'dridge, Staffs Walsall Pet July 15 
Ord July 19 

RUSSELL Roseat, Sheffield, Drap2r Sheffield Pet July 
2) Ord July 20 

SARJEANT, WALTER FERM)R, New Cross rd High C.urt 
Pet Jan 19 Ord July 17 

SIMMONS SIONEY WILFRED, Northfleet, Baker 
Rochester Pet July 19 Od July 19 

SMITH, EDWARD HvpbsoN, Northallerton, Yorks, Iron- 
monrer Northallerton Pet July18 Ord July 18 

ST QUINTIN, ERNEST CHARLES, Norwich, Journeyman 
Brash Maker Norwich Pet July 20 Ori July 20 

SUSSEX, WILLIAM, Rockbeare, Devon, Cattle Deale, 
Exeter Pet July 18 Ord Jnly 18 

TWEED, HUBERT STILLFRIED, Gordon mans, Francis st 
Broker High Court Pet Feb 10 Ori Jaly 1s 

Vink, Louis Hooper, Purley, Surrey Croydon Pet June 
10 Ord July 19 


Tobacconist 


Ke at, 


WAY, FREDERIC EoWARD, Trowbridge, Agent Bath Pet 


June 28 Ord July 20 

WEATHERLEY, WALTER, Nicholay rd, Upper Holloway, 
General Cartage Contractor High Court Pet July 19 
Ord July 19 


Amended Notice substituted for that published 
in the London Gazette of July 2. 


BRUNNENGRABER, JA00B, Shrewsbury, Draper 
bury Pet Janel Ord June 29 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


STILL, LAURENCE PEEL PHILIPPs, Clifton, Bristol 
Adjud July 15,1911 Aanul July 12, 1912. 


Shrews 


| Coutins, Montt Meves Kin 


| Hetyar, Wituas 


Bristol | 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aarnua, Roseat, Park cres, Marylebone 
Pet June 27 Ord July 23 

Barter, Captrin F, Buckingham gate High Court Pet 
June 1a Ord July 23 ; 

Batemas, Heapeat H, Powis sq, Bayswater High Court 
Pet June 27 Ord iy ! 23 

Bagaxs, James, Keadal, Farmer Kendal Pet July 22 Ord 
July 22 

Baooxs, H J, & Son, Kingsgate rd, Kilburn, House Decora- 
tors High Coart Pet July 2 Ord Jaly 23 

Ctarke, Antuve Eowix, Longtoo, Staffs Sulivitor Stoke 
upoa [rent Pet July6 Ord July 23 ; 

Curros, Josava, Saltoua rd, B-ixton, Music Hall Artiste 
High Court Pet June 6 Ord July 23 

Comex, Lov.s, Uxbridge rd High Court Pet July 4 Ord 


July 15 
ston upon Hull, Corn Mer- 
chant Kingston upon Hull Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Coawrortu, Mary, Bilstoa, Staffs, General Dealer (Widow) 
Wolverhampton Pet July 22 Ord July 22 , 
Davuscsy, WitttaM G, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Consultiog 
E eer Croydon Pet July 10 Ord July 23 
Davies, Davin, ia Aberdare, Collier A 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 : 
Daviss, Jonw Owen, Caemawr, Morriston, Swansea, Case 
Maker Swansea Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Fooap, Jouy, Sturry, Kent, Baker Canterbury Pet July 
22 Ord July 22 


High Court 


| Fasee, Huw Corte, Roydon, Norfolk Ipswich Pet July 


23 Ord July 23 

Aurarp, Bath, Dental Surgeon Bith 
Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Hisseat, Groror, Pendleton, Salford, Engineer Salford 
Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
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—— . 
ars, Witt1am Leoro.p, Barry Dock, Outfitter Cardiff 

as} July 23 Ord July 23 

RicuagD Jenkin, Aberystwyth Aberystwyth Pet 

July 12: Ord July 23 

Korrexpenc, and W Lesys, Cable st, Provision Dealers 
High Court Pet July1 Ord July 24 

Lacey, James E, Fiosbury circus, Financier High Court 
Pet May2 Ord June 6 

Laawex, Gorpow, Pean rd villas, Holloway High Court 
Pet July9 Ord July 24 

Las, Vicror Rdg and Grease Siyssenn Bosemnen, 
New Mon, Deapers Newport, Mun Pet ys 
Ord July 24 - 


luorp, Tuomas} Howarp, Humberstone Gate, Leicester, 
Wholesale Chemist Leicester Pet Juy 23 Ord 
July 

Maoraniane, Faws Anprew James, Pitsea, Essex, Com- 
pany Director Chelmsfurd Pe. June28 Ora July 22 

Mixitx, Taomas, Altrincham, Clerk Manchester Pet 
July 24 Ord Jury 24 

Mansuact, Francis Dennam, and Joax Bopexw Moxt 
comexy Tnomsoy, East India ay High Court Pet 
June 25 Ord July 24 

Moteswosts, Bacor Fraxcis, Queen’s gate, South 
Kens: High Court Pet Mar 1l td July 24 

Mosais, Caartes, Fenchurch st, Shipping Agent High 
Court Pet June 17 Ord July 24 

Mouton, Wit.ram, Brambridge, Hants, Bricklayer’s 
Labourer Winchester Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Nay.or, Josern, Leecs, Haulage Contractor leds 
Pet June 21 Ord July 22 

Ocaam, Wittiam Jouny, York, Boot Maker and Dealer 
York Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Onussy, Antuur, Green st, Charing Cross, Company Pro- 
moter High Court Pet June 16 Ord July 24 

Patz, Evear i’, Bromley rd, Catford, Dancing Ma-ter 
Greenwich PetJune19 Ord July 23 

Rives, James, Weston super Mare, Cafe 
Bridgwater Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

=, s Croydon, Printer Croydon Pet May 9 Pet 
uly 2 

Brackwoop, Sipyey, Martham, Norfolk, Miller Great 
Yarmouth Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

Taxcock, Jony, Ropley, Hante, Farmer Winchester Pet 
Jaly 22 Ord July 22 

Witurams, Hersert, Shrewsbury, Saddler Shrewsbury 

wn Pet July 24 Ord July 24 


Amended Notice substi:uted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July zs: 


Summersdale, Chichester, Auctioneer 





Proprietor 


Sraipt, CHaRrces, 


Bnghton Pet July 9 Urd July zz 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asrave, Ropert, Park cres, Marylebone, rd Aug7 at 12 
Carey st 


ruptoy bldgs, y 

Baiey, Captain F, Buckingham gate Aug 8at1 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Batemas, Heaseat H, Powis sq, Bayswater Aug 8 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Baooxs, H J & Sons, Kingegate rd, Kilburp, House 
Decorators Aug7at il Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CAtuow, ALEXANDER CrawrorD, Philip ln, ‘Tottenham 
Clerk AugS8atl2 Off Kec, 14, Bedford row 

Crarxe, Agtaur Epwiw, Longton, Staffs, Solicitor Aug 6 
at3 The Nortn stafford Hotel, Stoke on Trent 

Curroy, Josnua, Saltoun rd, Brixton, Music Hall Artiste 
Aug 8 at 11 RBankruptey bldgs, Uarey st 

Coney, Louis, Uxbridge rd Aug7 at 12.30 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Cooper, Corin. Tomas, Sheffield, Grocer Aug 8 at 11.30 
Off Ree, Figiree In, Sheffieid 

Cosxrorrs, Many, Bilston, Steffs Aug 8 at 12 Off Ree, 
30, Lichfield st, Wolve: hampton 

Correr, Harry, Colchester, Timber Merchant Aug 6 at 
12.45 Off Kec, 36, Pricces st, Ipswich 

Cecxsuy, Tuomas Joan, Great Grimsby, Commission Agent 
Aug 3 at 11 Off Rec, St Maury’s chmbrs, Great 
Gnmsby 

Davscey, Witi1aM G, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Consu!ting 

imineer Aug 7 at li 182, \ork rd, Westminsier 


Davize, Davip, Trecynon, Aberdare, Collier Aug 3 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 8t Catherine's chmbrs, 8t Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 





| 
| 





Darw, Axx Newsnam, Stourport, Worcester Aug 7 at 3 | 


Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 


Freer, Huon Corrie, Roydon, Norfolk Aug6at2.15 Off 
Ree, 36, Princes st, Ipswi 


| 
| 


Gotpixa, Ernest Eowarp, Colchester, Innkeeper Aug 6 


ati2.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich F 

Garreitas, WiLLtaM Kopert, Blaevau Festiniog, Merioneth- 
shire, Quarryman Aug 3 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, 
Chester 


Kupresserc and W Lasys, Cable st, Provision Dealer, | 


Aug 12 atl ay bldgs, Carey st 

Lanavey, Faank, Rugby, Theatre Proprietor Aug7 at 12 
Uff Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 
ery bidgs. Carey st 

Maasea.t, Fraxcis Dennamand Jous Bopen Montoomery 
Tuomsoyw, Bast India av Aug 9 at 2.30 Banaruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Mer, Wiit1aM Epwaas, Nottingham, Watchmaker Aug 7 
at 3 Off Kec, 4, Custle pl, Park st, Nottingham — 

Mo.esworts, Bacor Francis, Queen’s gt, South Kensing- 
ton Aug12 at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Morus, Cuances, Fenchurch st, Shippng Agent Aug 9 
at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Movin, WitutaM, Brambridge, Hante, Bricklayer's Labourer 
Aug 7 at 10.50 Messrs Godwia and Co, St Thomas st, 
Winchester 





Nay or, Josera, Leeds, Haulage Contractor Aug 7 at 3 


uff Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Norra, Henay, Leigh, Lancs, Hardware Dealer Aug 3 
atill Off Rec, 19, Kxchauge st, Bolton 

Oamssy, Apraur, Green st, Charing Cross, Company Pro- 
moter Aug9at3 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Parr, Evcan ‘', Catford, Kent, Dancing Master Aug7 at 

-« 11.30 132,:York rd, Westminster Bridge 1d 

Peacock, Cuartes Matrex, Maidstone, Hairdresser, &c 
Aug 3at 12 9, King st, Maidstone 

Sart, James, Buxton, Coachbuilder Aug 2at11 Off Rec, 
6, Vernon st, Stockport 


Simmons, Sipyey Witragp, Northfleet, Kent, Baker Aug 


6at4 115, High st Rochester 

Sims, Josepa, Ashvwon upon Mersey, Chester, Solicitor Aug 
7at230 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Simson, Samust Bauker, Cold Norton, Essex Aug 7 at 2.30 
Shire Hail, Chelmsford 

Surrn, Apa Epitru, Gerraid’s Cross, Bucks 
Uff Ree, 14, Bedford row 

Surra, E 8, Croydun, Master Printer Aug?7 at 2.30 
York :d, Westminster Bridge rd 

Sr Quiytis, Eanest Caanies, Norwich, Journeyman 
Brush Maker Aug 3 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

Taxcock, Joux, Ropley, Hants, Farmer Aug 7 at 1! 
Godwin & Co, St Thomas st, Winchester 

WitiiaMms, Hersent, Shrewsbury, Saddler Aug 10 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 22, Swan hi.), Shrewsbury 

Wricat, James Henry, Market Diaytop, Salop, Corn 
Dealer Augé6at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastie 
Staffs 


Amended Notice substitute 1 for that publised in the 
London Gazette of July 9: 


Aug 8 at 3 
132, 


Sxrttmay, Wituiam Garenx, Redbourne, Herts, Butcher | 


(and as previously gazetted) . 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


BERKOV, ABRAHAM, Trafalgar rd, East Greenwich, 
Jeweller Greenwich Pet June ly Ord July 2% 

BREAKS, JAMES, Kendal, Farmer Kendal Pet July 22 
Ord July 22 

CORNFORTH, MARY, Bilston, Staffs 
July 22 Ord July 22 

Davies, Davip, Trecynon, Aberdare, Collier AberJare 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 . 

DAVIES, JOHN OWEN, Cue vawr, Morriston, Swansea, Case 
Maker Swansea Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

FIELD, WALTER, Ure, Hastings, Cemetery =uperintendent 
Hastings Pet July3 Ord July 20 


Wolverhampton Pet 


FoorD, JouN, Sturry, Kent, Baker Canterbury Pet July 


22° Ord July z2 
FRERE, HUGH VUORRIE, Roydon, Norfolk 
July 23 Ord July 23 


Ipswich Pet 


FULLER, FREDERICK JAMES, Thorne st, Wandsworth rd, | 


High Court et May 3l Ord 


Licensed ¥ ictualler 
July 23 

HELYAR, WILLIAM ALFRED, Bath, Dental Surgeon Bath 
Pet July z4 Ord Juty 24 

HIBBERT, GEORGE, Pendleton, Salford, Engineer Salford 


Pet July 28 Ord Juty 23 


| 


HICKLING, HENRY, Eccles, Lancs, Draper Bangor Pet 
June 21 Ord July 24 . 

HuGHES, WILLIAM LEOPOLD, Barry Dock, Outfitter Car 
diff Pet July 23 Ord July z3 

KETTLE, WILLIAM ALFRED SHEPHERD, Queen Victoria st, 
Banker Higa Court PetJunei5 Ord July 23 

LAWRENCE, FREDERICK ERN&ST, and KDWIN CBARLES 
LAWRENCE, Fleet rd, Hampstead Buichers High 
Court Pet July 10 Ord July vz 

LLOYD, THOMAS HOWARD, Leicester, Wholesale Chemist 
Leicester Fet July 23 Ord July 28 


Lagyer, Gorpoy, Penn rd villas, Holloway Aug 9 at 12 MACFARLANE, CHARLES WILLIAM Newport, I of W, Draper 


High Court Pet May 24 Ord Juiy 23 

MAKIN, THOMAS, Altrincham, Clerk Manches‘er 
July 24 Ord July 24 

MOULD, WILLIAM, Brambridge, Hants, Bricklayer's 
Labourer Wiuchester Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

NAYLOR, JOSEPH, Leeds, Hau.age Contractor Leeds Pet 
June 21 Ord July 24 

OGRAM, WILLIAM JOHN, York, Boot Miker York Pet 
July 24. Ord July 24 

PAPPA, ALEC GEORGE, Avonmore rd, Kensington High 
Court Pet May 24 Ord Ju y 24 

PiIpka, GILBERT SOUTHWELL, Talgarch rd, West Kensing- 
ton High Court Pei Feb 14 Ord July 25 

Rip@k, JAMES, Weston super Mare, Cafe Proprietor 
Bridgwater Pet July22 Ord July 22 

SMITH, CHARLES EDWARD, Hereford, stationer Hereford 
Pet June 28 Ord July 23 

STACKWOOD, SIDNBY, Martham, Norfolk, Miller 
Yarmouth Pet July «3 Ord July 23 

TYLER, GeORGE EDWARD, Eweil, Su:rey, Articled Clerk 
High Court Pet Juae 26 Ord July 23 

WILLIAMS, HERBERT, Shrewsbury, Saddler 
Pet July 24 Orda July 24 

Wricut, JAMES HENRY, Market Drayton, Salop, Corn 
Dealer Nautwich Pet July 18 Ord July 43 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


ALLPORT, JOSIAH, Soho av, Handsworth, Builder  Bir- 
miugham Adjud Noy 4,19l0 Auoul July 22, 1912 


London Gazette.—TuEsvAY, July 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLPORT, THOMAS EDWARD, Moseley Village, Staffs, 
Postman Wolverhampton Pew.July 26 Ord July 26 

ANSTER, WILLIAM JAMES, and JOSEPH ALBERT ANS E&, 
Dunkerton, Somerset, Builders Baih Pet July 2 
Ord July 25 

BARRAS, FREvERICK ARTHUR, Huddersfield, General 
Agent Hudderstield Pet July 26 urd July 26 

BIDGOOD, WILLIAM EBENEZER, Farnham, Surrey Guild- 
fnd Pet May® UrdJuy 26 

CADMA \. JOSIAH, Baschureh, Saiup, Farmer Shrewsbiry 
Pet July 26 Ord July 25 

CRESWELL, ARTHUR WILFRED, Leigh on Sea, Essex, 
schoolmaster Chelmsford Pe: Juuell Ord July 8 

DAVIKS, THOMAS, jun, Seigeley, Staffs, Baker Dudiey 
Pet July 24 Ord July v% 

FLaATHERS J & CO, Brvai st pl, Merchants High Court 
Pet July lv Ord July 26 

Gipson, JosErH, Bishop Auck'and, Jeweller 
Pet July 26 Ord July 25 


Pet 


Great 


Shrewabury 


Durham 


| GINSBERG, MAURICE, St John’s rd, Hollo ay, Financial 


Broker High Court Pet July5 Ord July 26 


GLICKSTEIN, ALFRED, Haymarket, Furni.ure Manufac- 


turer High Courc Pet July26 Ord Juy 27 

GopsoN, CHARLES WILLIAM, Great Grimsvy, Draper 
Great Grimsby Pet Jaly 24 Ord July 24 

Greeson, JOHN, Far Banks, nr Soutnport, Farmer Liver- 
pool Pet July 25 Urd July 25 

HALL, THOMAS, Harrogate, Gardener York Pet July 25 
Ord Jaly 25 

HARRIS, MICHAEL, Chacewater, Cornwall, 
fruro PetJuly 26 Ord July 26 

HEND«&A,JAMES SHUGG, Port Talbot, Glam, Aerated Water 
Manufacgurer Neath Pet July 22 Ord July 25 

Hopes, REGINALD BERTRAM, Croscombe, 5S merset, 
Railway Waggon Builder Wells Pet July 27 Ord 
July 27 

JONES snormuns, Clifton, Bris ol, Advertising Agents 
Bristol Pet Apriily OriJune7 

Kent, HENRY ALFRED, Lewisham, K nt, Tailor High 
Court Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

KENWARD, GEORGE, sheffield, Blacksmith Sheffield Pet 
Jily 27 Ord July 2/ 

KNOLLYS, F, Broad st house High Court Pet April 19 
Ord July 24 


Iroumonger 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, 


mMmoOoOoORGAT}T 


FUND, LIMITED 


sraamTr, 
ESTABLISHED ik 1880. 


LOMDOowN, 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


Suitabie viauses for insertion in Leases ur Mort 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


*pplication. 


gages of Licensea Property, Setried oy Counsel, will be sent on 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 


a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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LaWfow, Perer, and Sawass LaWron, Middleton, Lancs, 
silk Embossers Uldnam Pet July % Ord July 26 

LLOYD, WILLIAM HowakD, Leicester, Wholesale Chemist | 
Leicester Pet July x? Ord July 27 

LYoy, FREDERICK WILLTAM, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed 
Victuailer Kingston upon Hull Pet July 25 Ord 
July 25 

Masters, Joux, Easton, nr Wells, Somerset, 
Labourer Wells Pet July 26 Ord July 2% 

Marner, WILLIAM, Brynford, Flint, Licensed Victualler 
Chester Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

MEARS, ARTHUR, Basingstoke, Hants, Butcher Winches- 
ter Pet July 20 Ord July 29 

Nosis, WILLIAM Groros, High rd, Leyton, Physic an 
High Court Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

RICHARDSON, ALFRED, Leicester, Pork Batcher Leicester 
Pet July 2% Ord July 26 

Rutty, FRANCES, Stafford Stafford 
18 


Farm 


Pet July5 Ord July 

STEUART, BERNARD C A, Bramham gdns, Kensington High 
Court Pet July Ord July 25 

Srorny, WILLIAM, Archway rd, — Builder 
Court Pet July <7 Ord July 2 

VANE, Sir Francs, Vincent aq Westminster 
lev April 4 Urd July 18 

VON GRUNDHERR, Baron Hueo, Orchestron Saint George, 
Wilts High Coart Pet July 4 Ord July 26 

Wayman, Jouy, Old Bond st High Court Pet July 3 
Ord July 26 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
DUNBALL, GEORGE ALFRED, Romford, Essex, Cycle and 
Motor Dealer Chelmsford Pet Jan 16 Ord Feb 28 
Resc Ord July 15 
FIRST MEETINGS, 


BERRY, WILLIAM, Plymouth, Corn Merchant Aug 7 at 
3.30 7, Buckland ter, Piymouth 

BIDGOOD, WILLIAM EsENEZER, Farnham, Surrey Aug 9 
at iL 182, York rd, Westminster bridge rd 

BLAKELOCK, WILLIAM LISLE, Stockton on Tees, Wholesale 
Droggist Ange 7 at 11.3) Off Rec, Court chmbrs, 
Albert rd, Mid tlesbrough 

GapMAN, JOS{AH, Baschurch, Salop, Farmer Aug 10 at 
12 Off Kec, 22, Swanhil!l, Shrewsbury 

CoLLINe, Monti Meyer, Kingston upon Hull, Corn 
Merchant Aug 8 at 12 Of Kec, York City Bank 
chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

CRESWELL, ARTHUR WILFRED, Leigh on Sea, Eseex 
Schooimaster Aug 9 at 8 Off Kec, 14, Bedford row, 
London 

DAmMMs, WILLIAM, Immingham, Lincoln, Grocer Aug 7 
at ll Off Rec, st Mary’s cumbrs, Great Grimsby 


High 


High Court 


Davizs, Joun OwEN, Caemawr, Morriston, Swanses, Case- | 


maker Aug 9 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, 8: 
Mary's st, Swansea 

DAVIES, THOMAS, jun, Sedgley, Stafford, Baker Aug 9 at 
12 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

FraTuers, J and Co, Broad st pl, Merchants Aug 8 at 
11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Gruspero, MavRiog, St John’s rd. Holloway, Financial 
Broker Aug 13 at 1 Bankruptcy bigs, Carcy st 

GLICKSTEIN, ALFRED, Haymarket. Furniture Manufacturer 
Ang l4atl2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

GopdsON, CHARLES WILLIAM, Great Grimsby. Draper Aug 
7at 11.80 Off Rec, 8t Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

Greason, Joun, Far Banks, nr Southport, Farmer Aug 7 


atll Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liver- | 


pool 

HALL, THOMAS, Harrogate, Gardener 
Ree, Red House, Duncombe pl, Y 

HARCOURT, ALFRED HENRY, Mansfield, Notts, 
Aug 7 ‘at 3.20 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, 
tingham 

Hipsert, Grore#, Pendleton, Salford, Engineer Aug 8 
at3 Off Rec, Byrum at, Manchester 

HICKLING, HENRY, Eceles, Lancs, Draper 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Jones, RICHARD JENKIN, Aberystwyth Aug 23 at 1.30 
4, Baker st, Aberystwyth 


Aug 8 at 330 Off 
ork 


Aug 9 at 12 


Jeweller | 
Park at, Not- | 


| Kent, HENRY ALFRED, Lewisham, k Kent, Tailor . Aug 12 
at 11.30 Bankraptcy bldgs, Carey st 
KNOLLYs, F, Broad st house Aug i: at 12 Bankruptcy 
| bidgs, Carey st 
| Lyon, Fre Derick WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed 
Victualler Aug 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank 
chmbra, Lowgate, Hull 
MAK N, THOMAS, Altrincham, Clerk Aug 7 at 3.30 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, Manche: ter 
MEARS, ARTHUR Basingstoke, Hants, Butcher Aug 7 at 
10 Messrs Godwin & Co, >t Thomas st, Winchester 
NOBLE, WILLIAM GroRGR, High rd Leyton, Physician 
Aug }4at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
OeraM, WILLIAM JonN, York, Bootmaker Aug 8 at 3 
Off Rec, the Red House, Duncombe pl, York 
| RADFORD, MAURICE, Old Basfurd, Nottingham, Fishmonger 
Aug 7 at 3.15 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


ham 

RICHARDSON, ALFRED, Leicester, Pork Butcher Aug 8 at 
ll Off Rec, 1, Berridg: st. Leicester 

RiIpGR, JAMES, Weston sup-r Mare, Cafe Proprietor Aug 
Tati1.30 Off Rec, &, Baldwin st, bristol 

RUSSELL, RoBERT, Sheffield, Drap r AugSat 12 Off Ree, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 

FraNOgs Rutty, Stafford, Ironmongers Aug 7 at 3 
Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

SmitH, Epwarp Hvupsos, Northallerton, Ironmonger 
Aug 8 at 11.30 station Hote', Northallerton 

STACKWOOD, SIDNEY, Martham, Norfolk, Miller 
ati2 Off Kec, #, King st, Norwich 

STRUART, BERNARD C A, gdas,  Kensingien Aug 
7 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 

Srory, WILLIAM, Archway rd, highest, Builder Aug 8 
at 12 Bankruptcy buildings, Carey st 

VANE, Sir FRancts, Baronet, Vinesnt aq, Westminster, 
Aug7 at 1 tankraptcy blogs, Carey ot 

von GRUNDHERR, Baron Hveo, Orcheston Saint George, 
Wilts Aug7ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WaYMAN, Jonny, Ol Bond st Aug 7at 11 Bankruptcy 
b'dgs, Carey st 

WHEATCROFT, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Higher Broughton, 
Salford, Milliner Aug 7 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 

Manchester 


Off 


Ang 10 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLPORT, THOMAS EDWARD, Moseley Village, Staffs, Pust- 
man Wolverhampton Pet July 26 Urd July 26 
ANSTEE, WILLIAM JAMES, and JOSEPH ALBERT, ANSTEE, 
Dunkerton, Somerset, Builders Bath Pet July 25 
Ord July 25 

BARRAS, FREDERICK ARTHUR, Huddersfield, General 
Agent Huddersfield Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Brooks, Henry Jonny, Kingsgate rd, Kilburn, House 
Decorator High Court Pet July 2 Ord July 26 

CADMAN, JOSIAH, Baschurch, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 

Pet July 26 ‘Ord July 26 

CALLOW, ALEXANDER CRAWFORD, Philip In, Tottenham, 

i Clerk Edmonton Pet June 18 Ord July 19 

ConEN, Lovis Woo.Lr, Uxbridge rd High Court Pet 
July 4 Ord July x6 

DAVIES, THOMAS, jun, Coseley, + on Staffs, Baker 

| Dudley Pet July 24 Ord July 2 

EDWARDS, ALFRED. CHARLES. Finch! ley, 
Barnet Pet June 22 Ord July 24 

Grinson, JOSEPH, Bishop Auckland, Jeweller 
Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

GLICKSTEIN, ALFRED, Haymarket, Furniture Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet July 26 Ord July 27 

GopsoN, CHARLES WILLIAM, Great Grimaby, Draper 
Great Grimeby Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Greason, JOHN, Far Banks, nr, Southport, Farmer Liver- 

| Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

my Hariogate,Gardener York Pet July 25 
‘iy ul 

HENDRA, Jauns SHUGG, Port Talbot, Glam, Aerated Water 
Manufacturer Neath Pet July 22 Ord Juy 27 

Hones, RAGINALD BeRTRAM, Croscombe, Somerset, Rail- 
way Waggon Builder Wels Pet duly 27 Ord July 27 

Hockin, HERBEKT EDWIN, Matlock Les Derby, Jeweller 
Derby Pet June 29 Ord July 2 

JongEs, RICHARD JENKIN, Abecpatepth Aberystwyth 
Pet July 12 Ord July 26 

KENWARD, GEORGE, Sheffield, Blacksmith Sheffield Pet 
July 27 Ord July 27 

Leg, VictoR WILLIAM, and SYDNEY HERBERT BURRIDGE 
— Drapers Newpo.t, Mon Pet July 8 Ord 
uly 


Tobacconist 


Darham 


LLoyD, WILLIAM Howarp, Leicester, yeenais Chemist 
Lei July 27 Ord ~~ 
Lyon FREDERICK WILLIAM, 


Licensed Victualler Kingston upoa poe Biull “Pet sup 
Somerset, 


Ord July 25 

MAsTgeRS, JOHN, Easton, nr Wells, Farm 
Labourer Wells Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

MATHER, WILLIAM, Brynford, erey A Licensed Victualler 

Chester ret July 26 Ord July 

MEARS, ARTHUR, Basingstoke, fw Mag! Butcher W inchesteg 
Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

NoBLe, WILLIAM GrorGE, High rd  Nezten, Physician 

h Court Pet July 27 Ord July ’ 

PaPPiIN, Joun, Roseberry 1d, Muswell "ail, Builder Ed- 
monton PetJuly2 Ord July 25 

RICHARDSON, ALFRED, Leicester Pork Butcher Leicestes 
Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

SLATTER, ALFRED, Caxton poem, Westminster High 
Court Pet Mar 25 Ord July 26 

SMITH, ADA EpirH, Gerrard’s Cross, Bucks Windsor Peg 
July i8 Ord July 25 

Story, WILLIAM, srchway rd, Highgate, Builder High 
Court Pet July 27 Ord July 

Vaw PraaGu, LIONEL, ~ 47 n ) Bigh Court 
Pet May 31 Ord July 

WALRON, FRANCIS inceen, Piccadilly High Court Pet 

April 19 Ord July 26 








MAPLE’S 
TURKEY 
CARPETS 


HE finest 
collection in 
the world. 4,000 
always in stock 
at the lowest 
possible prices 


Write for Quotations 


MAPLE & GO 


TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD 
LONDON 


Buenos Aires 
Smyrna 


Paris 
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Law Courts Branch: 40, 


Oldest Insurance Office in the World 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orricz: 


| N 63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 

including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE 
BURGLARY, 

PLATE GLASS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 
CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 





4. W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. 





LAW: —GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
een Fee RS. He eo ollowing 


wri 
a 8. 2 


sheet. 
20 folios, 
folio. 
— 


PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. per sheet Bs ny ae 
Parchment, Is. éa te to 3a. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, B.C. 


GHAKESPEARES ENGLAND, 
L's COURT. 
Organ’sed by Mrs. George Cornwallis West. 
Merrie England as it was in Shakespeare's Time. 


DAILY, 11 a.m. to 11 p.m. 
Admission : Adults, ls. : Chilaren, 6d. 
Season Tickets, £1 1s. ; Children, 10s. 6d. 


ealee egy ry pony 2 on HARBOUR QUAY, snd 
— and FORTUN# THEATRES. 
1 and attractive Side Shows. 
First Class sary, Ruy wt, 4 in various 
parts of the Beautiful Grounds. 











